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Abstract
Cross, N. Ph.D., The University of Memphis, August 2015. The Role of
Motivation in Second Language Acquisition: The Critical Constructs of L2 Motivation.
Major Professor: Teresa Dalle, Ph.D.
L2 motivation, as it has been defined in Robert Gardner’s composite construct of
the integrative motive, has been determined to be essential in the acquisition of a second
language. Though some modern researchers have reconceptualized the construct, they
have nonetheless reaffirmed its critical components through their own studies.
This study explored the phenomenological orientation of the perception of the
importance of L2 motivation as understood by 20 ESL teachers with at least three years
of teaching experience through four research questions:
1. How important to student language learning success (proficiency) do
experienced ESL teachers consider motivation to be?
2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’ motivation to learn a
second language and how do these perceptions compare with the full
composite construct of the integrative motive, an established construct for
testing the presence of L2 motivation?
3. What strategies do teachers use, if any, to support L2 motivation
development?
4. What conditions do teachers provide in their classrooms to promote L2
motivation?
A mixed-methods study design was deemed most appropriate. Operating in the
nonexperimental, exploratory-interpretive paradigm the chief aim of the study was to
assess the correlation of the relative importance of teachers’ perceptions of L2 motivation
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with the established constructs of the integrative motive as tested for by Gardner’s
Attitude Motivation Test Battery.
The quantitative survey revealed that teachers overall seem to be aware that
motivation and promoting it is important, but may be unaware of the necessity to provide
the full panoply of elements that make up the full array of the aggregate construct of the
integrative motive.
The qualitative open-ended response questions revealed teaching approaches and
class room procedures that may be influenced by the teacher’s view of L2 motivation.
Correlations between the two major facets of the study affirmed this.
Additionally, unanticipated themes emerged from the data.
These results contribute to an understanding of teachers’ understanding of L2
motivation and raised further questions about the role of motivation in second language
acquisition and how teachers, students, and the public can benefit from that. Limitations
of the study and suggestions for further research were identified.

iii

Table of Contents
Chapter

Page

Abstract ............................................................................................................................... ii
Table of Contents ............................................................................................................... iv
List of Tables .................................................................................................................... vii
List of Figures .................................................................................................................. viii
Chapter 1: Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1
Problem ................................................................................................................... 2
Purpose.................................................................................................................... 6
Theoretical Framework ........................................................................................... 7
Research Questions ............................................................................................... 10
Methodology and Research Design ...................................................................... 10
Chapter Outline and Summary.............................................................................. 12
Chapter 2: Review of Literature ....................................................................................... 14
Part I. L2 Motivation and the Diachronic Development of Theory in Second
Language Acquisition ........................................................................................... 14
Part II. L2 Motivation, Learning Styles, and the Development of Learning
Strategies in Second Language Acquisition ......................................................... 73
Part IIIA. The Role of L2 Motivation in Second Language Acquisition............ 107
Part IIIB. Motivational Strategies in Second Language Acquisition .................. 139
Conclusions from the Literature Review ............................................................ 147
Chapter 3: Methodology ................................................................................................. 149
Methodological Approach .................................................................................. 150
Quantitative Methods in L2 Motivational Research ........................................... 159

iv

Qualitative Methods in L2 Motivational Research ............................................. 159
Nonexperimental, Exploratory, Interpretive Orientation .................................... 161
Phenomenological Influence ............................................................................... 162
Data Collection: Description of the Sample ....................................................... 162
Data Collection: Instruments .............................................................................. 163
Data Collection: Process ..................................................................................... 165
Validity and Reliability Measures ...................................................................... 166
Chapter 4: Results ........................................................................................................... 169
Introduction ......................................................................................................... 169
Research Questions ............................................................................................. 169
Methodology ....................................................................................................... 171
Interview Guides ................................................................................................. 171
Data Collection Process ...................................................................................... 172
Responses and Emerging Themes—Quantitative Component ........................... 174
Responses and Emerging Themes—Qualitative Component ............................. 227
Comparison of ESL Teachers ............................................................................. 241
Responses and Emerging Themes: Qualitative Component ............................... 252
Summary ............................................................................................................. 254
Chapter 5: Discussion of Results .................................................................................... 255
Survey Part II. Quantitative Likert-Scale Questions........................................... 257
Conclusions ......................................................................................................... 265
Limitations and Recommendations..................................................................... 265

v

Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions ............................................................................ 267
Research Aims .................................................................................................... 267
Method ................................................................................................................ 268
Findings............................................................................................................... 270
Significance......................................................................................................... 273
Recommendations for Further Research ............................................................. 275
Conclusion .......................................................................................................... 276
Limitations .......................................................................................................... 279
References ....................................................................................................................... 282
Appendix A: Quantitative Component. Constructs of L2 Motivation (Integrative
Motive)............................................................................................................................ 295
Appendix B: Qualitative Constructs. Open-Ended Questions ........................................ 298
Appendix C: Integrative Motive Component Constructs and Their Survey Instrument
Coding Number in Italics ................................................................................................ 299
Appendix D: Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments and Their Survey Instrument Coding
Number in Italics............................................................................................................. 301
Appendix E: IRB Waiver Form ...................................................................................... 302
Appendix F. Waiver of Informed Consent ..................................................................... 310

vi

List of Tables
Table

Page

1

Survey Subject Response of 20 ESL Teachers with More Than 3 Years of
Experience .......................................................................................................... 180

2

Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 ............................................... 181

3

M of Constructs ................................................................................................. 208

4

M by Composite Construct................................................................................ 209

5

Responses to Open-Ended Questions ................................................................ 233

6

Survey Subject Response for Non–Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S) ..... 242

7

Survey Subject Response for Second Language Proficient Subjects. Part I.
Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S) ................ 245

8

Comparison of Composite Constructs ............................................................... 248

9

Example of Block Groups of Subjects .............................................................. 252

vii

List of Figures

Figure

Page

1

Question 2.......................................................................................................... 183

2

Question 3.......................................................................................................... 184

3

Question 4.......................................................................................................... 185

4

Question 5.......................................................................................................... 186

5

Question 6.......................................................................................................... 187

6

Question 7.......................................................................................................... 188

7

Question 8.......................................................................................................... 189

8

Question 9.......................................................................................................... 190

9

Question 10........................................................................................................ 191

10

Question 11........................................................................................................ 192

11

Question 12........................................................................................................ 193

12

Question 13........................................................................................................ 194

13

Question 14........................................................................................................ 195

14

Question 15........................................................................................................ 196

15

Question 16........................................................................................................ 197

16

Question 17........................................................................................................ 198

17

Question 18........................................................................................................ 199

18

Question 19........................................................................................................ 200

19

Question 20........................................................................................................ 201

20

Question 21........................................................................................................ 202

21

Question 22........................................................................................................ 203
viii

22

Question 23........................................................................................................ 204

23

Question 24........................................................................................................ 205

24

Question 25........................................................................................................ 206

25

Question 26........................................................................................................ 207

26

Open-ended Questions 27–30 ........................................................................... 228

27

Open-ended Questions 31–36 ........................................................................... 229

ix

Chapter 1: Introduction
The educational system of the United States has always had large groups of
students for whom English is not their first language.
School-age children who speak a language other than English doubled in their
numbers between 1980 and 2010, and in 2010 made up 21% of school-age students
(Armario, 2013). The number has grown significantly since then. More than 4.7 million
students classified as English as a Second Language students (also known as limited
English proficient) are enrolled and classified as students who have not yet gained
proficiency in English. According to the Center for Immigration Studies, approximately
10% of residents spoke a foreign language at home just 30 years ago. In recent years,
however, “a surge of immigration and changing cultural patterns has sent the percentage
skyrocketing. More than forty percent who speak a foreign language at home said they
speak English less than proficiently” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2014,
Table 204.20).
Additionally, most native English-speaking students who begin their studies of a
foreign language will not gain proficiency, which Gardener refers to as “decreasing
variability in student success” in language learning. Proficiency is, in that definition,
success. Additionally, Gardner (2010) says, “aptitude and ability alone are not enough to
account for that variability” (p.20). That variability is accounted for by a specific and
unique type of motivation. The motivation appropriate and sufficient “enough” to learn a
foreign language is “L2 motivation” as expressed by Gardner’s composite construct
“integrative motive” (Gardner, 2010, p. 20).
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While not all English as a second language (ESL) teachers, English as a foreign
language (EFL) teachers, and foreign language teachers teach with the same orientation,
methodology, or theoretical perspective, there is nonetheless recognition that motivation
is an important element in all major teaching orientations, methods, and theories. While
L2 motivation is found to be essential for language learning in the differing areas of
language studies cited above, this study is specifically focused on teachers of ESL.
It is the essential element of L2 motivation as expressed in the multiple
subconstructs of the integrative motive that is correlated in this study with ESL teachers’
perceptions. Specifically, it is the composite construct that makes up that motivation that
is distinct in the language learning setting that is at study here, as it has been determined
that composite construct, as an aggregate of subconstructs where each is critical to the
formation of the aggregate construct, has been determined to be the essential element in
reducing student variability and so in gaining proficiency (Gardner, 2010, p. 175). It is
key to understanding that all the components of the construct must be present to rise to
the level of “integrative motive” as these elements have been correlated with the
threshold motivation that is evidenced by successful language learners.
Problem
While certified and credentialed teachers who teach ESL, EFL, or a foreign
language to English-speaking students have completed teacher-education programs, their
knowledge of L2 motivation as an essential component in gaining proficiency and
reducing variability in student success is to be determined. Since researchers have
established the powerful correlation between proficiency and L2 motivation, it is critical
to understand teachers’ perceptions of the established constructs of L2 motivation, in its
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full, aggregate form, and its effect on their own teaching practices. Further, it is important
to determine whether teachers are aware that there are conditions and strategies that they
may employ to help their students protect, promote, and enhance L2 motivation to learn
another language.
How critical is the element of L2 motivation? That answer has been provided by
Pit Corder, Zoltán Dörnyei, and Robert Gardner, among others. The extent of these
researchers’ claim for importance of L2 motivation demonstrates that across differing
theories of second language acquisition, L2 motivation for learning success is essential.
As far back as 1967 Pit Corder said, “given motivation, it is inevitable that a
human being will learn a second language, if he is exposed to the language data” (p. 164).
Zoltán Dörnyei (2005) was equally decisive:
My personal experience is that 99 percent of language learners who really want to
learn a foreign language (i.e. who are really motivated) will be able to master a
reasonable working knowledge of it as a minimum, regardless of their language
aptitude. (p. 175)
Insofar as this paper is concerned with the integrative motive as it is expressed
through Gardner’s own socio-educational model, Gardner (2010) said, “The socioeducational model thus assumes that motivation is the major affective determinant of
achievement in the language” (p. 175).
More than that, researchers such as Rebecca Oxford and Zoltán Dörnyei have
stated that there are strategies and conditions that the teacher can employ to help students
protect, promote, and enhance their L2 motivation.
In discussing motivation and demotivation in regard to strategies for motivating
students, Dörnyei noted Oxford’s reflections regarding the balance that must be
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maintained as she categorized three teaching approaches based on an analysis of teaching
styles:
1. the autocratic approach puts total power in the hands of the teacher and
demonstrates social distance;
2. the democratic/participatory approach is about sharing power, decisionmaking, and responsibility with the students; and
3. the laissez-faire approach minimizes the teacher’s authority and involvement
in decision-making. (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 144)
Oxford said that it was the balance of control the sensitive and skilled teacher
exercised in the provision of teaching practices and motivational and learning strategies,
and too much or too little teacher control was actually demotivating (Oxford, 2011, p.
107).
Dörnyei said there is a generalized set of strategies that work in most teaching
contexts. He said that the “good enough motivator” is a teacher who uses these and
further stated that in different cultural contexts, 10 core strategies were well received. He
called those 10 core strategies for promoting L2 motivation the “Ten Commandments for
Motivating Language Learners” by teachers which “confirmed that the generalization of
a distilled set of macro strategies might indeed make the concept of motivating learners
more teacher-friendly” (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 134). How do these strategies relate to
motivation and why is that important? Dörnyei (2001a) spoke to the issue:
Many teachers may feel that they already do many of the things we have
described as motivational strategies or macrostrategies, as an integral part
of their normal classroom practice, yet without paying explicit attention to
issues of motivation. Therefore, a concern for teachers and researchers
alike may be to what extent motivational teaching practice should be
regarded as an extra dimension of good or effective teaching practice, and
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thus require conscious attention and possibly additional training of some
kind; or to what extent it should be considered part and parcel of effective
pedagogic practice. (p. 135)
This will be important to keep in mind as strategies that this study reveals may be
categorized to some degree in line with them, and in consideration of the teachers’ L2
motivational perceptions the study reveals.
While it may be said that teachers are intuitively aware of motivation as important
for learning success, in the field of second language acquisition it has been empirically
determined that motivation is indeed essential for such success. More than that, L2
motivation is more than just “motivation”; it is a specific and well-defined type of
motivation that is supported by long and well-established constructs that have been
repeatedly tested and reaffirmed, and are reliable and valid to test for the necessary
threshold motivation that is necessary for success in “reducing the variability of student
success.” In explaining this difference, Robert Gardner (2010) said:
Motivation to learn a second language is not a simple construct. It cannot
be measured by one scale; perhaps the whole range of motivation cannot
be assessed by even three or four scales. It definitely cannot be assessed
by asking individuals to give reasons for why they think learning a
language is important to them. In the socio-educational model of secondlanguage acquisition we assess motivation in terms of three components,
the desire to learn the language, attitudes towards learning the language,
and motivational intensity (i.e., the effort extended to learn the language).
Any one of these elements on its own does not adequately assess the
construct of motivation; the tripartite assessment does, however, provide a
fairly good estimate of motivation in all its complexity. (p. 9)
Are more than these three components necessary to test for L2 motivation? Again,
Gardner addresses the issue as he explains that the “integrative motive” as tested within
the Attitude Motivation Test Battery is enough to reliably test for L2 motivation as a
predictor for success in language learning:
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…if it were so desired, measures assessing many of the other attitudes of
the motivated individual… could be added. I doubt, however, that these
additions would appreciably influence the results obtained in research
studies. In fact, Tremblay and Gardner (1995) added additional measures
of motivation to a structural equation model of second-language
acquisition and found the model to be consistent with those previously
reported using only the three components of motivation described above.
(p. 9)
While there are different theories of second language acquisition (SLA), some at
competition with one another, and some researchers who are in some degree of
disagreement with other researchers, there is a (near) universal acknowledgment that the
attitudes and motivations that make up the integrative motive, as a composite construct, is
a valid and reliable construct for measuring L2 motivation as expressed in the above three
constructs, though “measures assessing many of the other attitudes of the motivated
individual” have been added to other measures. Gardner and Lambert (1972) said,
“language learning aptitude and ability alone were not enough to account for that
variability.” The element to account for that is motivation as it is expressed in the
composite construct above.
If teachers are unaware of the importance of L2 motivation, unaware of its
characteristics as they manifest in the subconstructs of the composite construct of L2
motivation, or if teachers are unaware that there are conditions and strategies they can
provide that will protect, promote, and enhance L2 motivation, this lack of awareness
may contribute to a lack of teachers being able to fully support their students toward
proficiency “to reduce variability in success” in learning the second language.
Purpose
This study explores the perceptions of the surveyed ESL teachers regarding their
awareness of L2 motivation as expressed through the composite construct of integrative

6

motive. The study explores their perceptions regarding specific and individual aspects of
the composite construct, and their own provision of conditions and strategies for L2
motivation. The study intends to address the question of this awareness among the
surveyed teachers.
The researcher foresees the development of an approach to measure and, if
necessary, educate and support teachers in regard to understanding the importance of L2
motivation. This approach would be applicable in all aspects of foreign and second
language teaching, and further, would highlight needed areas of focus for second
language teacher development. According to Gardner (2010), the concept of L2
motivation in regard to these basic composite constructs is applicable in each of these
contexts, although the present study is limited to a specific focus regarding teachers of
ESL (p. 141). If it is found that there is a deficit in ESL teachers’ awareness of the
constructs of L2 motivation, or a deficit in the provision of conditions and strategies for
protecting, promoting, and enhancing L2 motivation, then it may be incumbent upon
teacher education programs and school systems to consider ways to bridge the gap.
Theoretical Framework
L2 motivation research has reaffirmed the basic tenets of the L2 motivational
construct of the integrative motive by recognizing most traditional understandings of
“integrativeness” in SLA and also by reconceptualizing “integrativeness” beyond the
traditional ideas of identification with a geographically fixed, sociocultural L2
community such as Gardner examined in the bicultural situation of Canada.
Integrativeness has been reconceptualized, extended, and subsumed, even under
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Dörnyei’s view of a “possible future self” who learns a second language as is explained
in Part III of this study.
Current motivational research includes new theories such as the person-in-context
relational theory of Ema Ushioda, the dynamic systems theory of Diane Larsen-Freeman,
and the L2 motivational self system of Zoltán Dörnyei. These researchers validate the
traditional constructs of integrativeness and the integrative motive in so far as regards the
desire to be “like the community of speakers of the other language,” at least to the extent
of being able to speak the L2. Dörnyei reconceptualized integrativeness while at the same
time validating Gardener’s traditional conception of the construct of integrativeness as
originally conceived in the limited bicultural situation of Canada. Thus, what motivation
was then, the “desire to be like persons of the L2 community,” the desire to learn the
language and attitudes toward the learning situation have been validated. However, as
Gardner stated in his 2010 text, it is not, and never was “required” that a learner wish to
become a part of a specific and fixed L2 learning community, despite his own comments
that seemed to explicitly say so and with which Dörnyei took issue. However, Gardner
denies this was his intent and specifically lays this issue to rest: “Other researchers claim
that integrativeness means that the individual wants to integrate with the other language
community. Again, this may or may not be true, but it is not a hypothesis of the model”
(p. 208).
As to the second major issue raised by Dörnyei in regard to the inadequacy of the
construct of integrativeness is seen in the rise of interest of English in the new global
world where English is not associated with any geofixed language group, Gardner (2010)
said:
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The results of this study (conducted by Gardner) demonstrate that many of
the findings we obtained in Canada apply equally well to a European
context and to the learning of a global foreign language, viz., English. The
first aspect of the study confirms the utility of both the socio-education
model of second language acquisition and the Attitude Motivation Test
Battery…. (p. 153)
Thus, having resolved this issue, and despite some other definitional differences,
the basic constructs that lead to a decrease in variability and thus an increase in the
success of acquiring the second language are revalidated, and found to apply in ESL,
EFL, and foreign language learning classes as validly and reliably tested for by the
composite construct that makes the integrative motive. These enduring constructs were
validated in the original conceptualization of integration in its specific geo-fixed position
of bicultural Canada, and revalidated in the research studies done from the extension and
reconceptualization of the term “integration,” which (no longer) required a specific
geographical ethnolinguistic culture that the learner wished to become “like” or “a part
of,” specifically addressing the situation of the rise of Global English without a fixed
geographical culture (another major concern Dörnyei had with the applicability of the
term in the modern context) and which Gardner specifically spoke to as set out above.
Ideas of instrumental orientation, another of the constructs in Gardner’s (2010)
original theory, were also validated, with the promotion component aligning with
Dörnyei’s L2 ought-to self and the prevention component aligning with the L2 feared
self. In light of selves theory in cognitive psychology, the ideal L2 self captures and
extends integrative motive though Gardner says this extension is unnecessary in his
epilogue to his text (pp. 201–227). The constructs of integrativeness and thus
integrativeness as it was originally conceptualized and tested for in Gardner’s Attitude
Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) has been extensively validated since the time of the
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original integrativeness research and specifically revalidated as recently reconceptualized
(with confounded issues cleared up and addressed by the concept’s original author) in
contemporary research.
Consequently, the elements that make up the construct of L2 motivation as
expressed in Gardner’s AMTB as integrativeness are well established. Further, L2
motivation, as expressed by all those elements working together in the aggregate
construct, is seen as essential for L2 success (proficiency).
Research Questions
1. How important to student language learning success (proficiency) do experienced
ESL teachers consider motivation to be?
2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’ motivation to learn a second
language, and how do these perceptions compare with the constructs of the
integrative motive, an established construct for testing the presence of L2
motivation?
3. What strategies do teachers use, if any, to support L2 motivation development?
4. What conditions in the surveyed teachers’ classrooms promote L2 motivation?
Methodology and Research Design
This study adopted a mixed-methods approach that was exploratory and
nonexperimental, in that it contained statistical analysis of quantitative data in response to
survey questions in a Likert scale, as well as qualitative data in open-ended response
questions. A small diverse group of ESL teachers chose to voluntarily participate in the
survey through Survey Monkey’s target audience, which represents a cross-section,
random sampling of the population of the United States, and preselected for ESL teachers
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with three years of teaching experience, with no identifying criteria other than a question
of whether or not the survey participants considered themselves to be proficient in a
second language. The survey questions were constructed from Robert Gardner’s AMTB,
and the open-ended response questions which were constructed from Zoltán Dörnyei’s
(2001a) “10 Commandments of Teacher Strategies for L2 Motivation,” to promote L2
motivation (p. 134). The quantitative and the qualitative instruments are set out in two
parts as Appendices A and B, respectively.
The mixed-methods format was chosen to elicit responses regarding teachers’
perceptions of attitudes and motivations of their students in comparison to the constructs
of the integrative motive in Likert-style survey questions and to rank those teachers’
sense of importance of those constructs by finding the mean (M) of each construct to see
which, if any, are represented, not represented, overrepresented, or underrepresented.
Responses to Dörnyei’s (2001a)10 Commandments allowed the respondents to offer rich
qualitative data in response to open-ended questions in comparison to the 10 essential
“core” strategies and conditions Dörnyei enunciated in his list (p. 134).
The initial 24 Likert-scale questions dealt with teachers’ perceptions of their
language learning, students’ attitudes, and motivation and were analyzed to compare with
the constructs of integrativeness as set out in Gardner’s well-established construct,
integrative motivation being in its composite structure, the necessary motivation to
decrease variability in student success in language learning as set out above.
The 10 open-ended questions dealt with aspects of those 10 “core” strategies and
conditions that language teachers can provide in their classroom to protect, promote, and
enhance L2 motivation, and the format of the questions gave the respondents opportunity
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to offer rich qualitative data on what they did (or did not do) to provide for those core
conditions and strategies.
A statistical correlation was made regarding teachers’ perceptions of elements of
their students’ attitudes and motivation regarding language learning with the established
threshold criteria set to predict for L2 success. Addressing the open-ended questions
phenomenologically, focus was put on recognizing whether teachers were creating
conditions and implementing strategies (at least at their minimum) to protect, promote,
and enhance L2 motivation in their students; as such, importance was put on recognizing
individuals’ interpretations and on discovering meaning as the participants interpreted
their observations and perceptions.
Chapter Outline and Summary
This dissertation is composed of six chapters. Following the Introduction, an
extensive review of relevant literature examines the context of the study and includes a
history of the diachronic development of some of the main theories of second language
acquisition, a review of the literature of learner strategies and learning styles that support
it, and a view of the role of motivation in learning a second language. These are
considered as they relate to issues brought up by the research questions. In Part II.A the
diachronic development of theories of SLA is discussed. In Part II.B, language learner
strategies and styles are discussed.
The chapter concludes by concentrating on the core subject of this dissertation,
the role of motivation in second language acquisition, and this final section is subdivided.
Part III.A focuses on a study of motivation in SLA, and Part III.B focuses on strategies to
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protect, promote, and enhance L2 motivation in SLA. The section ends with conclusions
drawn from the extensive Literature Review of Parts I–III.
The methodological approach for the study is presented in Chapter 3. It begins
with a discussion of the merits of quantitative and qualitative approaches and justifies
why a mixed-methods approach, with both a quantitative and qualitative aspect and an
exploratory interpretive orientation, was adopted to answer the research questions.
Chapter 3 concludes with a description of the Likert-style survey questions and the openended questions as well as the data collection process. The results of the two aspects of
the survey are presented in Chapter 4. Both responses and emerging themes, including
issues regarding teacher knowledge and perception of the central role of motivation in
SLA are covered. A discussion of the results follows in Chapter 5, which gives an
evaluation of participant responses, expected and unexpected results, conclusions drawn
from the results, limitations of the study, possible emerging themes, and
recommendations for further research. The dissertation ends with Chapter 6, which
summarizes and concludes the study with Appendices following.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature
Part I. L2 Motivation and the Diachronic Development of Theory in Second
Language Acquisition

Motivation is essential to gain proficiency in a second language and, in fact, may
be even more important than the language learning method itself. The extensive review of
the literature which follows shows that motivation drives the use and development of
learning strategies to gain proficiency and also shows that teachers can create conditions
and employ strategies that can protect, promote, and enhance their language learning
students’ motivation. As such, an understanding of the role of motivation and how to
support it in SLA is critical, and its essential constructs in L2 learning must be
understood to help students decrease variability in language learning success (Gardner,
2010, p. 175).
An extensive discussion of the diachronic development of the theories of SLA as
the basis for understanding the relationship of motivation to learning methods shows that
“L2 motivation” as it is defined within the construct in the Methodology section below, is
essential, and this “L2 motivation” is a language learning–specific type of motivation that
consists of a well-developed, documented, and tested composite construct. L2 motivation
as defined has long been recognized by L2 theoreticians, even those from different
theoretical perspectives, to be essential to sustain learning in the challenging and longterm process of gaining proficiency in a second language.
To set the stage for a discussion and comparison of the theories of SLA and the
effect of motivation on language learning processes, the use of the “10 observations”
enumerated by Michael Long in the TESOL Quarterly of 1990 is used as a paradigm to
14

consider important elements of various theories (Long, 1990, p. 649). These “10
observations” set out the least a theory of SLA should do. This paradigm has been used
for the purpose of comparison by other researchers in the field of SLA, most notably,
VanPatten and Williams (2007, p. 9). A detailed view of the theories helps in
understanding that the process of gaining proficiency is a long-term and arduous one and,
as such, requires motivation to sustain the process:
Moreover, when we talk about sustained, long-term activities such as
learning a foreign language, motivation does not remain constant during
the course of months, years or even during a single lesson. It ebbs and
flows in complex ways in response to various internal and external
influences. (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 6)
“The field of SLA research focuses on how languages are learnt” (de Bot, Lowie,
& Verspoor, 2005, p. 3). This is important, though it seems obvious. But, can those
languages be “learnt” without a motivation to learn them when learning is effortful and
long term? Can we understand the process of “how languages are learnt” without also
understanding the motivation to learn them? Or, is there a certain kind of motivation that
applies specifically to SLA?
That “certain kind” of motivation is the subject of this study of the relationship of
motivation to language learning theories in SLA and goes by the distinct term “L2
motivation.”
Much of the research in SLA, Dörnyei (2009b)says, has had to do with secondlanguage representation and processing. He makes the point that this is not necessarily
the same as second-language learning (loc. 684). However, in a discussion of the
diachronic evolution of thinking about how languages are acquired it is necessary to talk
about representation and processing because these are elements essential to learning in
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most theories of SLA and are often viewed as requiring motivation to accomplish the
sometimes arduous and long-term task of gaining proficiency. The distinction is kept in
mind in a consideration of those elements in a number of more recent “constructivist”
theories, such as connectionism, dynamic systems theory, and emergentism (constructed
by the child and “emerging” which may require motivated intentionality as opposed to
the nativist views where intentionality may not play as prominent a role and where
language learning is “triggered” by the environment; see below). With that in mind, we
can look at Michael Long’s paradigm as a starting point to consider and compare theories
of SLA.
Perhaps it is helpful to keep in mind that diachronic theory development in SLA is
often like the proverbial blind man who finds the leg of an elephant (a tree!), then the tail
(a broom!), then in the end to find these parts all connected, and yet creating a distinct
animal unto itself. There is at least one element in all these parts that connects “the
animal” that is SLA together. That element is the motivation to learn the second
language, L2 motivation.
With that in mind Michael Long’s (1990) 10 observations of the least a theory of
SLA should do are as follows.
1. Exposure to input from the second language is essential, and exposure
includes both reading and listening for meaning in a way in which the learner
attends to (notices) the meaning.
2. Much of the learning of the target language happens incidentally while the
learner is attending to the meaning or the message of the input. That incidental
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learning includes learning linguistic features such as phonology, morphology,
syntax, vocabulary, and even inflection.
3. Learners learn more than is provided by the input. (This has at times been the
critical issue in second language acquisition. How do learners know subtle and
nuanced rules, how to differentiate between grammatical and ungrammatical
sentences and sentences with ambiguous meanings without ever having
received explicit instruction about those rules? We will see the traditional
response to that is the “innatist” or “nativist” approach, but that view has
being challenged and contributed to by more recent “connectionist” models.)
4. Learners’ output, including speech, follows predictable paths with predictable
stages (developmental sequences) in the acquisition of a given linguistic
structure. Learners follow these developmental sequences, and an often cited
example of this is the acquisition of negation in English (and the famous
Brown morpheme studies cited later). These studies were foundational in
developing studies based on empirical evidence on that more inductive side of
the inductive–deductive theory continuum, these studies are not only intuitive
in nature as might be, for example, thought of in regard to the presence of a
universal grammar, deduced from observation; the Platonic problem, or the
Poverty of the Stimulus problem which leads an observer to say “Well, it must
be!”—as such grammatical studies have been a foundational tool in
establishing the presence of acquisition stages in second language
acquisition—and, ironically by doing so, they fortify through empirical
evidence that notion of an innate, biologically endowed universal linguistic
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system—first assumed by deductive reasoning. Even later nonnativist
approaches posit the possibility of some type of aspect of human cognition
specifically attuned to language, even if they deny the existence of “universal
grammar” (de Bot et al., 2005). But, the consideration is, if “innate,” is
motivation required to “learn” the L2?
In regard to the acquisition of negation, learners show evidence of the
acquisition of negation in the following stages despite their linguistic
background: no + phrase, “no want that”; subject + no plus phrase: she no
want that; can’t and don’t may alternate with no: she can’t or she don’t want
that; negation and modal verb: she can’t do that; negation and auxiliaries: she
doesn’t want that. It is important not to confuse acquisition orders from
developmental sequences. There are acquisition orders for various inflections
in English, for example –ing, before –ed (regular past tense), and that is
mastered before the irregular past tense, which is mastered before the third
person present tense –s (predictable stages). This is often called the “Ushaped” development in the literature because the learner “comes back
around” as it were. The learner will start out using a form correctly then
subsequently uses it incorrectly and then reacquire the correct form. The
classic example in English is the irregular past tense in which learners begin
with “went” and “came” correctly then they begin to produce “comed” and
“goed” and then they “come back around” to producing the irregular form
correctly. If an observer were not aware of the stages of rule acquisition that
observer might think this student or child was committing an error when in
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fact it might be better not to think of this as an “error” in the traditional sense.
It would be better to think of this as a misapplication, specifically an
overgeneralization of the rule the student is acquiring regarding the past tense.
This shift of perspective regarding errors will be important in the transition
from structuralism–behaviorism to more modern theories of SLA and in our
consideration of error analysis from Pit Corder’s early work. This “error” is
actually evidence of learning as opposed to an evidence of lack of learning!
5. Students vary in their conscious knowledge and unconscious knowledge of the
second language even if they receive the same instruction under the same
conditions. Learners may have different speaking ability, comprehension
abilities, and they can be at different stages in developmental sequences and
thus may also be at different places in the acquisition orders.
6. Even when learners receive the same instruction under the same conditions,
their learning of the target language is variable across linguistic subsystems of
phonology, morphology, syntax, pragmatics, and other elements of language.
It is important to note that learners can also be at different stages in different
developmental sequences.
7. Frequency of the input/instruction is not necessarily a predictor of the time of
acquisition of a feature. In fact, some aspects of language can be experienced
frequently yet take longer to acquire than some aspect with less frequent input
or instruction.
8. There are limits on the effect of the learner’s first language on SLA. Like the
issues in the last paragraph the limits of the effect of the learner’s first
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language on SLA may be counterintuitive as well. Both of these paragraphs
seem to fly in the face of the early structural–behaviorist theories regarding
the frequency of the stimulus and its association or contrastive analysis and
the distance between the learner’s first language and the target language as a
predictor of learner difficulty.
9. There are limits on the effects of instruction on SLA. Instruction has been
shown not to cause learners to skip developmental sequences or change the
order of acquisition. In a positive sense, instruction may affect the speed at
which a learner progresses through sequences in acquisition orders.
10. There are limits on the effects of output (learner production) on language
acquisition. There is some conflict among theorists in regard to the role of
output, at one time output was not seen as necessary to the issue of acquisition
itself, but more modern theories including interaction theories and
sociocultural theories suggest that perhaps just actively producing the output
itself is one of the ways in which acquisition is gained.
A consideration of the items above underscores the role of motivation. For
example, in Item 10, where there is higher L2 motivation there is more “risk-taking”
behavior with the language, and less “production anxiety,” and, thus, faster and more
proficient learning.
A consideration of the differing aspects of theories of SLA further underscores
this need for motivation as the theoretical demands for learning are kept in mind in their
review.
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The discussion of the diachronic development of second language acquisition
theories begins with the work of the Swiss scholar, Ferdinand De Saussure, in his Course
in General Linguistics (Bally & Sechehaye, 1959), who saw the elements of language as
interlinked like a game of chess with each element defined by its relationship to the
others. The study of language is, then, the study of the structure of interconnected
elements, an analysis of the structure of language as the entire system of language. These
elements are linked into a “chain of speech” and any link can be substituted with another
element from the same grammatical class. De Saussure’s focus was on the underlying
system of language, and not on its use per se (when I return to this later, this “use” will
be termed “output” in modern theories) and that language was made up of a “signifier,” a
mental or physical speech act, and a “signified,” the concept of the meaning of the word
itself.
Leonard Bloomfield followed with his book Language in 1933 and is recognized
as the father of structuralism.
The discussion of structuralism is often followed by and even linked with a
discussion of behaviorism as so many of the constructs are shared by both theoretical
viewpoints. In fact, they overlap and complement each other. Like the behaviorists,
structuralists see language as being learned by habit although, most accurately, “habit” in
the common sense was not what B. F. Skinner (1957) was talking about in his important
and controversial text, Verbal Behavior. Habit, Skinner said, is formed through
association and then generalized. Neither behaviorists nor structuralists focus on the
internal workings of the language but, rather, only on what is input and output, those
external elements which could be measured as being acceptable to scientific inquiry.
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Therefore, the internal processes of language acquisition and the connative or
affective element of that known as L2 motivation, was not important and neither was the
meaning. The most important thing was the construction of the language. Further, pairs of
languages could be compared one against the other and the degree of difference
(distance) between the languages was thought to be a predictor of the difficulty in
acquisition of the target language. Thus, the analysis was on the contrasts between the
two languages and this comparison is known as contrastive analysis and was based in the
early studies in the contrast of sounds of phonemes such as /p/ and /b/ were done by the
important Prague school of linguistics.
By being aware of the structural differences between the languages a teacher
could foresee student errors and help the student avoid them. (This seems intuitive and to
flow from deductive reasoning-remembering the inductive-deductive continuum in
language learning.)
Progressive language pedagogy of the 1950s drew heavily from structuralism
which took the position that:
1. Language systems consist of a finite set of patterns or structures which acted
as models for the production of an infinite number of similarly constructed
sentences;
2. Repetition and practice results in the formation of accurate and fluent foreign
language habits (but is there “enough” motivation to practice “enough” for
acquisition?);
3. Basics must be taught before learners are to communicate their own thoughts
and ideas.
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Lado (1957) said that the grammatical structure of the native language tends to be
transferred to the foreign language. If the mother tongue is like the target language
learning will be easier, if it is unlike, learning will be more difficult. Teachers believed
that “practice makes perfect” and learning would take place by imitating and repeating
the same structure time after time. Secondarily, teachers from this perspective focused on
teaching structures of the target language which were most different from the mother
tongue. An example of this is the expression of age, for example, between English and
Spanish. The idea that “I am 10 years old” versus Spanish’s “I have 10 years.”
Of course, the logical outcome of that belief is that effective teaching concentrates
on areas of differences and researchers begin comparing pairs of languages and that is
how the entire area of contrastive analysis was developed. Fries (1945) in his book
Teaching and Learning English as a Foreign Language, said that the most effective
materials for teaching were those that were based on a scientific description of the
language to be learned carefully compared with a parallel description of the target
language.
The focus here in structuralism as well as behaviorism was on the surface
structures (to be called to mind later when I discuss the internal processes and cognitive
processes of language learning and particularly in light of an idealized grammar innate in
the language learner, or more recent connectionist ideas). The behaviorists like the
structuralists saw language learning as habit formation which was developed through
repetition, mimicking and memorization. The process of association and generalization
alluded to earlier accounts for the creation of language. Again, the “amount” of
motivation necessary for the kind of practice that leads to “habit formation” is
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immediately called to mind, though the internalized processes, emotions, or affect
(motivation as seen as “affect” by Gardner) is not considered.
Behaviorism relies on classical conditioning which means that two events that
naturally occur together are linked with a third not necessarily naturally occurring event,
(Pavlov’s dog example). In regard to human behavior that is how a habit can be
developed. The more frequent the association the more the association is strengthened. If
the person or the animal no longer receives the not-naturally-occurring stimulus the
response behavior will become extinct. Therefore, continuous repetition is critical in
developing the new behavior, and that “continuous repetition” requires motivation.
Behaviorists advanced the idea of classical conditioning and created operant or
behavioral conditioning which is a feedback system in which reinforcement (positive
reinforcement) and punishment (negative reinforcement) are added. Behaviorists feel that
mental processes are not involved in the process of language acquisition, but that
language acquisition is solely a result of events, a response to environmental stimuli and
subsequent reinforcement or punishment. The reinforcement could be in the form of
praise to a child for saying something correctly, for example. Punishment can be in the
form of error correction. Reinforcement encourages (motivates) continuation of the
response and punishment discourages continuation. (Already, one could see where this
would lead the pedagogy.)
In the structuralist–behaviorist view, language learning is seen as the development
of a new behavior with the environment as the most important factor in learning where
learning consists of developing responses to environmental stimuli (again to be
remembered when we reach the discussion of Chomsky’s logical problem of language—
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the poverty of the stimulus). If the environmental stimuli receive reinforcement the
behavior will become a habit and if it receives punishment as in the case of error
correction the behavior will be abandoned.
The view was that language is learned by habit formation by imitating sounds and
structures that the child hears in her environment and thus language learning is seen as
similar to any other kind of learning, it is simply the imitation of models in the input,
coupled with the practice of the new behavior with the provision of feedback.
According to behaviorism second language acquisition occurs in the same way,
that is, to learn a second language one must imitate correct models repeatedly and the
learning of new forms can occur through analogy. Positive reinforcement of accurate
imitations and correction of inaccurate imitation aids the learning process. Output is
critical for this theory as the good habits required repeated engaging of the target
behavior.
Of course, the structuralist-behaviorist recognizes the difference between second
language acquisition and child language learning. Second language learners already have
a set of habits, their first language, and these habits must be overcome in the process of
acquiring a second language (that is, a new set of habits). Appropriate instruction
facilitates the process but there must be many models and correct examples and feedback
must be immediate, consistent, and appropriate. This shapes the L2 instruction. Students
must be exposed to a large number of examples in the target language and imitate those
models repeatedly and receive that immediate and appropriate feedback. This process is
repeated until the behaviors become a habit. (Who but a highly motivated individual
could or would bear such repetition to the point of proficiency?)
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Considering the difference between child language learners and learners of a
second-language, structural-behaviorists saw second-language learning as a new set of
habits to be learned, a process that was obstructed by first language habits and thus these
habits had to be overcome through the hard work of repeated practice in order for second
language acquisition to be successful. Lack of success was blamed on transfer. It
occurred when habits from the L1 were used in the attempt to produce the L2. Transfer,
thus, could either be beneficial or negative depending on the distance between the L1 and
the L2 and the differences were determined by contrastive analysis. When the languages
were similar there would be a positive transfer and the second language learner would
have less difficulty because he would be able to use his old habits in a new context. If the
languages were different or structures within them were different there would be negative
transfer resulting in error. This type of transfer is called interference. The habits of the
first language were seen as interfering with the acquisition of a new set of habits and thus
errors were seen as evidence of lack of learning, primarily the result of L1 interference.
The important goal of language teaching was to help learners avoid these interference
errors lest they become habits. Repetition of correct models with immediate feedback
was seen as effective to help eradicate errors so that learners would not develop bad
habits. And because habit formation was considered the result of response to external
stimuli rather than to internal processes there was no need for learners to think about
what they were doing. They only needed to listen and repeat with little explanation
provided by the teacher.
Authors cited noted that there was no significant evidence for the behaviorist
explanation of SLA and many of the constructs as applied to second-language learning
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were not supported by research. Ideas of interference and transfer as predicted under the
guise of contrastive analysis did not evidence themselves as first predicted (though
intuitive and deductive reasoning might have predicted such). Problems in language
learning were not always because of the influence of the first language. Later, Noam
Chomsky’s strong reaction to Skinner’s Verbal Behavior was the turning point for a new
and dynamic way to think about language learning. This new viewpoint saw language
learning as much more than simply learning a set of habits.
A person with a structural-behaviorist viewpoint would say that exposure to input
is necessary for SLA and this is especially true within behaviorist theory where the
environment is seen as the controlling factor in any learning for it is from the
environment that the stimuli for habit formation comes. Additionally, much of SLA
happens incidentally and again this is true for structural-behaviorism. Even though
specific discrete and finite sets of patterns and models were explicitly demonstrated for
habit formation the process of habit formation was thought to occur outside of
consciousness. All learning occurred as a byproduct of the interaction with the
environment. Second-language learning is variable in its outcome and this is true because
learners with different L1’s may experience different outcomes because of their L1 to L2
differences (distance) and learners who experience different environmental stimuli he
will experience different levels of acquisition.
The first major empirical studies of SLA that were done in the 1970s did not
support these structural-behaviorist claims. Error correction did not necessarily improve
learner performance and teaching did not always result in learning. Many of the errors
that were predicted by contrastive analysis did not occur and many errors that did occur
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could not be explained according to the L1 influence. In 1967, S. Pitt Corder wrote The
Significance of Learners’ Errors which reframed the idea that errors were evidence of
lack of learning. Instead of evidence of lack of learning, Corder said there is much to be
learned from learners’ errors!
By the late 1950s the field of linguistics in general and SLA in particular had not
yet fully emerged as a distinct discipline in its own right. The field of psychology was the
major influence in the linguistic domain with the theories of behaviorism that they were
losing ground to more developmental points of view of learning such as Piaget’s
cognitive developmental theory with its focus on inner forces which drive (motivate) the
child in her interaction with the environment. But it was Noam Chomsky’s harsh critique
of Skinner’s 1957 Verbal Behavior and Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures (1957) that gave
a new view to linguistics.
Chomsky’s (1957) criticism centered on the creativity of language, that children
do not learn and reproduce a large set of sentences but they routinely create and use
sentences that they have never learned before (create something new rather than repeat by
habit). This is possible because children internalize rules rather than chunks of words
(but, we will see “chunking” in a different light later on). One can see how a child uses
such a rule, for example, when a child says, “it breaked.” As mentioned earlier, a more
evolved consideration of error sees this as evidence of learning rather than lack of
learning and here the child had learned the rule for the past tense and had extended it to
words that the child almost certainly had never heard in her environment.
Chomsky’s (1957) famous “Plato’s problem,” the logical problem of language
learning, is that, given the complexity of language and its abstract nature, children are
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able to master language despite a poverty of the stimulus of correct models, a lack of
error correction and feedback, and fragmentary input. Chomsky reasoned (think
inductive-deductive SLA theory continuum) that the complex, subtle and abstract nature
of the structure of language could not be acquired by the child without an innate,
biologically endowed, specifically language-based universal grammar.
Many researchers began to investigate the acquisition of language of young
children. They found similarities in language learning behavior of young children across
all languages, realizing that children all over the world go through similar stages, and use
similar constructions in order to express similar meanings and that children make the
same kinds of errors. In 1973, Brown performed the famous “morpheme study” (referred
to earlier) which influenced much later SLA research. Brown found that the rate in which
children learn morphemes varies but that the acquisition order remains the same for all
children. Children first acquired the –ING of the present progressive, then prepositions,
then plurals, then the past irregular, possessives, articles, the past regular, third person
singular, and the auxiliary be. Interestingly, the study showed that children attain these
grammatical morphemes in a fixed order and also in fairly rigid stages. Children of all
languages acquire negatives around the same age and they mark the negative in similar
ways by some negative marker on the outside of the sentence like no go to bed followed
by moving the negative to the inside of the sentence in specific steps.
Amazingly, the stages were not unlike the stages followed by second language
learners where similar phenomena are observed in the acquisition of negatives and
interrogatives, but that the order varies somewhat for second language learners, yet that
there is an order, seems to suggest that there are internal principles operating in both first
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and second language acquisition, and further suggests that those principles may, at least
to some degree, be operating differently in second language acquisition. (See discussion
of Krashen’s monitor theory-input hypothesis below.)
Chomsky (1957) noticed that child language seems to be “rule-governed” even if
the rules were not like adult rules for grammar. How could that be? Children were not
only producing what they had never heard before but they were generating new
utterances (generative linguistics) and forming words using those rules which they could
not have heard before and, thus, they were not imitating. They were able to extract the
rule and extend it to their own unique productions as in the example cited above
regarding the regular and irregular past, or where a child in speaking of the plural of
“sheep” says “sheeps.” Almost certainly, no adult in the child’s life says “sheeps,” but
those adults certainly use the plural –s. What does that mean? It means that the child is
using a plural “rule” in a situation in which the child has had no prior examples. There is
a “generative” quality to this, not mere “habit” or repetition. The child is “making
language.”
Interestingly, children do not seem to correct their errors on the basis of adult
correction. Following the studies of the 1970s (and reiterated by Dörnyei as late as 2012)
it was determined that children go through stages that help them correct just such errors
as the “sheeps” example. The stages are similar across all children for a given language,
and the stages are similar across all languages. Child language is rule governed and
systematic though the rules created by the child may not be like those of the adults
around them. Children are resistant to correction and their processing capacity limits the
number of rules they can apply in any one time. They form hypotheses about the rules
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and when the hypotheses conflict the child’s processing capacity may be “overloaded”
thus causing the reversion to the earlier rule.
In the field of SLA, research was showing that second-language learners were
experiencing the learning of their second language in similar stages and acquisition
orders as mentioned above. The assumption by many SLA theorists is that Universal
Grammar seemed to be making its presence felt even in adult learners of another
language. Further, contrastive analysis did not predict learners’ problems as well as
thought, according to the studies done in comparing languages.
This was the origin of error analysis, the systematic investigation of secondlanguage learners’ errors as they were speaking “in” the target language, though, not
necessarily native-like. This interlanguage began to be seen as a natural language, a
linguistic system in its own right and the errors made were not necessarily due to the
influence of the L1, as predicted by contrastive analysis. If those errors did not come
from the L1 why were they being made? SLA investigators became interested in the
internal processes that were generating this output, an area that had been of no concern to
the structural behaviorists before them.
There was a shift from the study of the “product” of language only, to also the
“process” of language, and this exploration of process will lead to involved investigations
of motivation as part of that process. To what degree are learners influenced by the
environmental input, and to what degree are they influenced by internal cognitive and
linguistically unique processes? (And, according to Gardner (2010), unique and uniquely
affective processes, as well.)
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The study of linguistic universals focused on the study not only of universal
grammar but also of typological universals and helps to understand these internal
processes. We see an example of the inductive–deductive continuum in linguistic theory
in an examination of two approaches to linguistic universals. The first is typological
universals, an approach taken by Joseph Greenberg (1966) that was data driven and
derives from an examination of the surface features of a wide range of human languages.
His objective was to determine how those languages vary and what principles and
constraints caused this variation. Chomsky’s (1957) approach, on the other hand, is
theory driven and regards what he considered to be a highly abstract linguistic system.
Chomsky’s concern with this system was its focus on learners’ competence and not their
performance (linguistic competence). Universal grammar focus is not on the rules of a
particular language or rules in general but rather a set of principles that apply to all
languages that also allow for setting of parameters within particular languages.
Greenberg (1966) analyzed a representative sample of the world’s languages in an
effort to study the patterns and the variations. Interestingly, the study of variations also
revealed certain language universals. For example, Comrie (1981) conducted a study on
verb-subject-object order, an order not found in English, and the presence of prepositions.
There were found to be four possibilities: VSO with prepositions, VSO without
prepositions, non-VSO with prepositions, and non-VSO without prepositions. The study
of this patterning revealed that there were no languages in the world that had the VSO
without prepositions. The study of language is often a study of the properties of
individual languages as mentioned above, and some of those properties are
nonimplicational universals and that means the presence of one property does not rely on
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the presence of another property. Some properties of language are implicational
universals and the presence of a property relies on the presence of some other property in
the language, that is, the presence of one property implies the presence of another. For
example, as all languages have vowels, vowels are a nonimplicational universal property
of all languages. The study of the properties of language included the issue of
markedness conditions.
The study of the universals of language revealed a number of areas where one
property can be described as more marked than some other property. One of these in
particular is relativization. This has been an area of research in SLA, and it gave rise to
the accessibility hierarchy. For example, if a language can relativize on position n, then it
must be able to do so on n – 1. The accessibility hierarchy was useful in helping to make
predictions about second-language learning and interlanguage. Studies were conducted
by Gass and Ard (1980), which showed that in regard to the formation of relative clause
formation language learners’ interlanguage did not correspond either to the first language
or to the target language but the idea was that if the learners have the capacity to create
their own forms consistent with universal principles in natural languages then the
interlanguage could be viewed as a natural language (and also that UG was operating in
adult L2’ers outside the “critical period!”) (p. 443). And if interlanguage was a natural
language then researchers could expect that the universal constraints that hold for all
natural languages would also hold true for the interlanguages of second-language
learners. This was indeed found to be the case. The reason that is important is it seems to
provide evidence that there is a universal grammar that is not only at work in first
language acquisition of children but also in second language learning even outside the so-
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called critical period (later modified to include a “sensitive period”) of childhood.
Further, it was found that the structures of the interlanguage did not violate language
universals but they fulfilled predictions of the accessibility hierarchy and other
predictions based on the degree of markedness.
Eckman (1977) did studies to verify these findings for second-language learners.
He was particularly concerned with the effects of transfer and the degree of markedness
in the second language. Eckman’s markedness differential hypothesis says that the areas
of the target language that are different from the first language and are relatively more
marked than the first language will be difficult and that the degree of difficulty is related
to the difference and the more marked nature of the second language relative to the
degree of markedness associated with the first language, and that those areas of the target
language that are different from the first language but are not relatively more marked than
the first language will not be as difficult to acquire. Note that this is not contrastive
analysis but a predictor of the degree of difficulty. What it shows researchers is that there
does seem to be constraints on second language learners’ interlanguage in terms of the
range of variability and this further supports the idea of an innate, biologically endowed
linguistic system.
Of course, the most famous statement of this innate linguistic system is the
generative grammar approach from Noam Chomsky (1986) called Universal Grammar.
Chomsky said that the theory of language is its grammar but that the theory of all
languages is universal grammar, the initial state of the innate, inherently human linguistic
system. It is important to understand that this is a system of competence and not of
performance and Chomsky was quick to point out that the productions of a learner
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(Chomsky’s focus being first language acquisition) did not represent the learner’s total
linguistic competence. That this competence was biologically endowed as a set of
principles, the parameters of which are set, triggered, by environmental stimuli of a given
language.
While not focused on second language acquisition Chomsky’s (1957) nativist
ideas were soon taken up by second-language researchers. (And later challenged by
“nonnativist” researchers like Ellis, who see Chomsky’s ideas as being symbolist and not
in line with current theories of brain functioning to one degree or another.) There had not
been a well-developed linguistic theory for second language acquisition and this was one
of the criticisms leveled against Krashen’s monitor theory (later also referred to as input
hypotheses). Further, there was the realization that second-language learners face the
same problem of the poverty of the stimulus, a “projection problem” that was faced by
first language learners. That is, they have to work out a complex grammar on the basis of
“deficient and degenerate” input. Even for second-language learners the grammatical
knowledge they possess cannot be explained by the input data alone, and further, some
structures are so rare that it would not be possible for second-language learners to receive
significant exposure to them. Also, incorrect hypotheses require negative feedback for
correction and such feedback usually does not occur. (Remember the “sheeps” example
above.) The abstractness of the underlying grammatical system is so complex that
learning surface features of language cannot in and of itself explain a fluent secondlanguage learner’s understanding.
One early theory, and the most important and influential theory to help account
for the ability of a second-language learner (and the first language learner) to be able to
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acquire such abstract rules was Stephen Krashen’s (1981) monitor theory. It was the first
comprehensive theory of second language acquisition and although Krashen does not
explicitly say so, it seems that there is the influence of Chomsky in the central construct
of the theory, the acquisition–learning hypothesis. This hypothesis makes a distinction
between acquisition and learning (not so clearly made in modern theories). The central
idea of the hypothesis is the comprehension of messages (meaningful comprehensible
input) with an innate language ability. This means that what is acquired is not learned in
the sense that we may think of learning and “learning” may not result in acquisition. Of
course, in regard to L2 motivation, the distinction between learning and acquisition may
have meaning, but, in either case, it is the intentionality of the individual to acquire the
language, and other features of the model require that the learner be willing (motivated)
to create output.
In Krashen’s (1981) view, acquisition and learning are two ways that knowledge
is gained but they reside differently in the mind where acquisition happens automatically
when there is interaction in the second language and where the focus is on meaning. This
happens naturally even without instruction and in this sense second language acquisition
is like first language acquisition. Consider child learners who are able to use the language
even though they cannot explain the grammatical rule behind that use. The kind of
learning that we might think of as happening in a classroom means learning the rules and
patterns of the language and it happens when the teacher is talking about the L2 and not
necessarily (and comprehensively) in the L2. This explains why, for example, students
who learned rules and vocabulary lists may never become conversational, they may never
be able to construct the language and speak in that language. In Krashen’s model, there is
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no “interface” between acquisition and learning. A key element of this is that the input
must be “meaningful.” However, in regard to “acquisition,” more recent research such as
the fundamental difference hypothesis says that this “acquisition” process is different for
adults because they have lost the innate ability to “intuit” the grammar unlike children
who retain the faculty to do so and so adults resort to “problem-solving skills” what we
might think of as “learning.”
The second construct is the monitor hypothesis. Learning itself only has a
function to act as a monitor or an editor to “supervise” form which can only happen after
the speaker makes an utterance based on fluency from the language he has acquired
through meaningful input in a naturalistic setting.
The next construct is the natural order hypothesis. As mentioned above, both first
and second language learners pass through sequences of acquisition, such as acquiring
negation, interrogatives, and later relative clauses. In Krashen’s (1981) words, there is a
“natural order” for acquisition to take place. (It is interesting that Krashen’s theory
followed Brown’s morpheme studies. These studies seem to influence Krashen’s ideas of
natural order hypotheses just as Chomsky’s theories seem to be influential in the Monitor
hypothesis.)
The input hypothesis is a construct of the theory that says that second-language
learners acquire (not learn!) the second language by receiving comprehensible input, and
that that input should be “just beyond the learner’s current level.” It is the
comprehensible input interacting with the innate language faculty that will result in
second-language learning. Of course it is difficult to determine the different (and
differing) levels of the language required for each student in a class or what the
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“input + 1” element should be. And this has been one of the criticisms leveled against the
theory. Krashen’s idea is however that in a rich language environment where the focus is
on meaning rather than form students will naturally sort this out and it is possible even to
have meaningful conversations about grammatical rules where the focus is on the
meaning and not the rules themselves! (Notice how this impacts two more recent
theories: Richard Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis that says for learning or acquisition the
input must first be “noticed.” Not only must input be comprehensible but Merrill Swain
will say later that the “output” must be comprehensible as well; that learners must
produce language others can “input” as well. Again, consider VanPatten’s input
processing theory. VanPatten says that learners have a “limited capacity” in their ability
to process, and as such, they will “attend, notice, or process” meaning first, and form only
after. Consider how this differs so much from the structural-behaviorist camp, whose
focus was on form rather than meaning. Thus, just what really was “comprehensible
input” for the learner?)
The affective filter hypothesis of Krashen’s (1981) model says that learners must
be comfortable and emotionally ready to receive the input and produce output. They need
to have a positive attitude and a low stress environment or otherwise the “affective filter”
will block their processing of meaningful input. The second language learner must be
willing to produce output.
The discussion of monitor theory shows how Chomsky’s (1957) ideas of the
innate language faculty found their way into theories of SLA. Chomsky’s government
and binding theory and later his minimalist theory provided for “parameter setting” which
allowed for variation between languages. Chomsky used the metaphor of a switchbox,
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that is, all the wires lead to the switches but the switches are set at different settings
according to any given language. The setting of those switches is triggered by exposure
to the language. And sometimes all that is needed is a single exposure to set the switch.
Learning a first language is not exactly an accurate term according to Chomsky
any more than “a flower learns to bloom” (thus, Krashen’s later ideas of “acquisition
versus learning). Nonetheless, the child follows developmental sequences that seem to be
limited by his “channel capacity,” the child’s ability to process information, memory
limitation and factors of maturity. The child builds his or her hypotheses based on what is
cognitively possible at that particular point in his or her maturity. That is why Chomsky
(1959) says that despite the fact that there is an innate grammar there must be
developmental sequences in the life of the child. For example relative clauses do not
appear until much later in the child’s speech after simple clauses appear.
What this means is that children form hypotheses about what can be done in the
language; however they are not totally free in doing so, they are “constrained” in the
hypotheses they can form. Thus, the theory provides for hypothesis testing which allows
a child to fix the ways that her grammar does not match the grammar of the adults around
her yet within the constraints of the parameters set by the particular grammar according
to the developmental sequences in the child’s channel capacity at that particular point in
her maturation.
Parameters are set according to experience and there are instances in language in
which the constraints of the underlying language principles and, thus, the hypotheses the
child is able to form are demonstrated. The famous studies regarding the headedness of
noun phrases and the pro-drop parameter demonstrate this as there is only one of two
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ways the structure manifests in language. Some languages, for example require a subject
pronoun as does English. Spanish does not. Early exposure causes the parameter to be set
at + or – (plus or minus) subject required. So we can see that Universal Grammar
provides the principal that allows a subject to be present or not present and we see a
particular language “choose” one setting or the other. As a result this dynamic would
affect learners of a second-language as regards the transfer of their parameter settings
from the first language. And that brings us back to a discussion of the notion of
markedness. More marked structures in the learner’s first language, those more irregular
and infrequent and semantically more obscure or difficult are predicted to be less
transferable than regular and frequent forms. Chomsky spoke of a core grammar and a
peripheral grammar with the idea being that the core underlying grammar was unmarked
and that only minimal exposure was needed to learn the core rule but peripheral grammar
is more marked and needs to be learned on the basis of positive evidence of their
existence in the grammar. They are idiosyncratic features of the particular language.
Unless there is evidence in the child’s environment to the contrary, the unmarked option
is chosen.
Interestingly, despite the challenge to Chomsky as presented by connectionists,
researchers like Crain and Thornton (1998) see constraints as boundaries, innate and
operating in the language development of children.
Second-language researchers have used the concept of markedness to examine
acquisition problems in the interlanguage. Second-language grammars, seen as natural
languages, must be constrained in the same way as first language grammars. The types of
errors that second-language learners make are constrained by universal principles and
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errors in the interlanguage in a way that reflects channel capacity so that violations of the
grammar rules of the particular language are viewed as a result of the development and
not as a lack of acquisition. Thus, the language learner is thought to be testing hypotheses
as he develops his interlanguage toward the target language. But those hypotheses are
limited, constrained, and research seems to show that those constraints also operate in the
interlanguage to provide a limited number of hypothesis possibilities as provided by
Universal Grammar (and seem to show that they do so even outside a “critical period”).
Considering the previously discussed structural-behaviorist view that errors show
a lack of learning, we see a different view of errors in the interlanguage under the
Chomskian view. The question becomes then, whether the second language learner has
full, partial, or no access to the universal grammar. This, in turn, will affect one’s view of
“errors” being made by the learner. The question, then, regarding access might be
determined by research showing if those errors follow developmental sequences as do
first language learners’ errors. If they do, there might be a suggestion that language is
more than a set of habits, and, that it might be appropriate to consider those “internal
dynamics and processes” rather than only the output itself. Of course, there is also the
question of what to do with those “previously set parameters” from the first language.
Are they helping (positive transfer) or hindering (negative transfer or interference) the
learning of the second language?
The concept of parameter resetting in SLA presupposes that some kind of change
takes place in the interlanguage grammar from the L1 parameter value to some other
parameter value. Many proponents of generative SLA incorporate the L1 grammar as an
integral part of the theory. This is the full transfer full access hypothesis claim that the
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initial state of L1 acquisition consists of steady-state grammar of L1 acquisition. In other
words, L2 learners initially adopt the L1 grammar as a means of characterizing the L2
data. This constitutes full transfer in the light of the L2 input and those revisions to
grammar may be affected, however those revisions are assumed to be Universal
Grammar-constrained, hence full access.
White and Juffs (1998) examined the question of whether island constraints of
UG are operative in the interlanguage grammars of adult L2 learners in a study of “WH
movement.” The result of the research indicated that island constraints are active in the
interlanguage grammars of L2 learners once WH movement is acquired. This seems to
indicate the Universal Grammar is operative even in second language acquisition.
According to the 10-point observation paradigm of Michael Long (1990) we see
that exposure to input is necessary to trigger the setting of the parameters, however
certain aspects of grammar are not learned through exposure to input, namely knowledge
of universal constraints. Learners come to know more than they have been exposed to in
the input and this is the central observation that the theory puts forward. Thus, L2
learners come to know more than they have been exposed to. There are limits on the
effects of frequency on SLA and UG allows learners to acquire properties unrelated to
frequency. There are limits on the effects of a learner’s first language. Certain versions of
generative SLA such as the full transfer full access assume strong L1 influence with the
L1 grammar taken as the starting point in L2 acquisition. Triggering input may motivate
resetting to the L2 value as in the discussion for the headedness parameter above.
However, if L2 input does not provide suitable positive evidence to motivate resetting,
transfer effects will be much longer lasting. Also there are limits on the effects of
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instruction. Learners cannot be instructed as to universal constraints though it may be that
L2 input can be provided in such a way to help trigger parameter resetting.
Thus, Universal Grammar is made up of principles and parameters such as the
principle of structure dependency, as in the headedness discussion, or pro-drop. In
addition to SLA operating within these constraints, it has also been shown that secondlanguage learners go through fairly rigid stages when acquiring certain constructions in
the second language which are unlike the first and the target language.
It is thus important to understand the underlying linguistic system and how it
operates in a language learner’s interlanguage, a term coined by Selinker (1972, pp. 209–
231). The concept says that interlanguage is a naturally occurring language system in its
own right and that it obeys its own rules but it is also a dynamic system evolving over
time. Interlanguage studies moved beyond error analysis by focusing on the learner
system as a whole rather than only on non–target-like features. The second-language
morpheme studies by Brown showed a consistent order of emergence of 14 grammatical
morphemes in English and the same order was confirmed by other researchers.
Researchers in SLA set about investigating the acquisition of the same grammatical
morphemes in second-language learners. Dulay and Burt (1975) reported the production
of eight of Brown’s morphemes and then extended their studies to a large number of
Chinese and Spanish students. They found a clear hierarchy for the acquisition of the
morphemes. Again, the existence of such an order as confirmed by other researchers
suggested that second-language learners are guided by internal principles that are largely
independent of the first language.
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As regards the above discussion of the resetting of the parameters in UG,
researchers studied the flux of the interlanguage systems and determined that there is
both systematicity and variability in the development of interlanguage. Ellis found there
to be a “sorting out” of the form-function relationship with the assumption that learners
begin with function. The ability to negotiate meaning seems to be the primary focus and
the focus on form only comes after. Later, conversational analysis studies seem to
confirm this, suggesting that only through interaction do the syntactic forms develop
(confirmed in later research). The argument is made that, ironically, conversation
precedes syntax. (I will address this when I discuss interaction hypothesis in the section
on cognitive SLA theories.) But, for there to be conversation, again, there must be
motivation to produce output, as well as motivation to receive input.
It is the systematic nature of interlanguages that seems to confirm an underlying
linguistic competence (at least in the core of the language). Variability is accounted for as
the resetting of parameters through the channel capacity and developmental sequences.
Other factors such as linguistic context and social context, the relation of the parties to
the interlocutor, task type, and conversational topic (speech accommodation theory) also
affect the interlanguage.
Those, like Chomsky (1959), view SLA as supported by a uniquely linguistic
system in the human mind (property theories). SLA researchers from the cognitive
perspective focus on the learning component of second-language learning (transition
theories) and see language learning like any other learning, that is, relying on the same
cognitive skills, abilities and processes, and not on a uniquely linguistic system that helps
learners learn language.

44

From the cognitive perspective, the focus is on the learner as an individual, not as
a member of a social group like the social theorists, and not on the underlying innate
universal grammar or its linguistic systems as the “innatists.” Cognitive research is
focused on investigating the acquisition of a set or sets of complex (mental) procedural
skills. Larsen-Freeman (2006) and others who subscribe to connectionist approach to
theories, do not see the cognitive component as used for “skills building” but will see this
cognitive component as important, not to produce “symbols” but to actually produce
neural connections, activated and strengthened on the basis of frequency in the input and
driven by internal, human algorithms that produce “rules” based on probabilistic
outcomes (usage-based theories which, again, require the learner to have motivation to
attempt to produce L2 output) (pp.590-619).
Whereas UG focused on linguistic competence, the “traditional” cognitive
perspective’s focus is on linguistic performance. Generally, this is the dividing line
between cognitive theorists and those in the Chomskyan camp, but there those who
believe that there is a language specific module for first language acquisition but think
that learning of the second language is like learning anything else and so SLA does not
rely on that underlying linguistic system in the acquisition of the second language (and
thus, like other learning, motivation is a key factor in success). Some researchers believe
that some aspects of language are innate and believe that both Piaget and Chomsky are
both correct, in consideration of the complexity of syntax.
Note that this is not the domain of the processing component of language learning
such as Pienemann’s processability theory (1998), per se, but cognitive theorists
generally fall into two main groups, those who believe that language knowledge might be
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special in some ways and that there are processing theories that complement universal
grammar theories. The other group of theorists does not think that there is any separation
between property and transition theories. As mentioned, this second group believes that
the nature of language knowledge is like learning anything else, that is, it relies on
general cognitive principles. And there is no distinction between comprehension and
performance. The learner is dealing with linguistic information in the same way as he
deals with other kinds of information. Presumably, L2 motivation for this group is still
operating, as the constructs of L2 motivation as set out below for language learning do
not require a “method” or “perspective” incompatible with Pienemann’s processability
theory.
Processing approaches investigate how second-language learners process
linguistic information. Constructivist or emerginist views of language learning share a
usage-based view of language development which is driven by communicative needs and
they refute the need for an innate language-specific acquisition device (as mentioned
above). Learning in this view is seen as the analysis of patterns of language in language
development as results from associations which are made during language use.
Constructivists believe that language “emerges” from associative learning processes
being exposed to a massive and complex environment. Learners learn from exemplars
that are committed to memory and from these “regularities” (rules) emerge.
Information processing approaches investigate how different memory stores,
short-term memory and long-term memory (declarative and procedural) help language
information to be automatized and restructured through repeated activation. From a
processability theory point of view the concern is with processing demands made by
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aspects of the second language such as Anderson’s active control of thought model
(ACT; Anderson et al., 2004, p. 103).
McLaughlin (1984) said that information processing relies on seeing humans as
autonomous and active, with the mind as a “general-purpose symbol processing system”
and that complex behavior is composed of simpler processes that are modular, and that
the processes can be studied independently of other processes and that the processes take
time because the mind is a limited capacity processor. Thus, second-language learning is
viewed as the acquisition of a complex cognitive skill which requires the automatization
of component subskills. Learning is a cognitive process because it involves internal
representations that regulate and guide performance and as performance improves there is
a constant restructuring as learners simplify, unify and gain increasing control over their
internal representations. (Consider this in light of connectionist/nonsymbolic theories
later.)
Automatization may be either controlled or automatic and learning involves a
shift from controlled toward automatic processing. Learners first resort to controlled
processing in the second language. This control processing involves activation in the
short-term memory and through repeated activation sequences first produced by control
processing become automatic. These automatic sequences are stored as units in the longterm memory which means they can be made available very rapidly with minimal
attention or control. As a result, automatic processes can work in parallel. Learning is
seen as the movement from controlled to automatic processing via practice. Practice is
“repeated activation.” And this continuing movement from controlled automatic
processing results in a constant restructuring of the linguistic system of the second
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language learner. Thus, restructuring destabilizes some structures in the interlanguage
and leads to a temporary reappearance of second-language errors. (This is yet another
way to account for learners’ errors. We can see how far we have come from seeing errors
as “bad habits” pursuant to the structural-behaviorist view.) It also accounts for how
fossilization can take place where the second language learner is not able to reset
nonnative like structures despite abundant linguistic input over a long period of time.
That is seen as happening when erroneous information becomes automatized
prematurely, (stuck!) before it is native-like.
Another cognitive model, as mentioned, is Anderson’s ACT model. It is similar to
McLaughlin’s in that optimization plays the central role. It enables declarative
knowledge, to become procedural knowledge. Anderson says there are three kinds of
memory: a working memory similar to McLaughlin’s (1984) short-term memory and
therefore of limited capacity, yet two kinds of long-term memory, a declarative long-term
memory and a procedural long-term memory. Declarative and procedural knowledge are
of different kinds. Anderson’s model is a general cognitive model of skill acquisition and
leads to proceduralization where, for example, the learner knows that in third person
singular the verb must take a –s. But in practice the learner may not do that. The third
person singular has not become proceduralized yet. Once it becomes proceduralized it is
much like McLaughlin’s automatized knowledge. It is available quickly and efficiently
and does not make demands on the working memory. In later theories, “chunks” and not
just words or concepts will be thought to be proceduralized and then “chunks of chunks.”
Although many theorists disagree with Anderson and feel that his model cannot account
for all aspects of SLA.
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Pienemann (1998) claims there is a need to use both a theory of grammar and a
processing component in order to understand SLA. Processability theory clarifies how
learners acquire the computational mechanisms and operate on the linguistic knowledge
they construct by its focus on the “architecture of the language processor.” This theory
sees language acquisition as the acquisition of computational mechanisms, that is, the
procedural skills necessary for processing of language, even though processing
components operate largely automatically and unconsciously. Processing is thought to be
incremental and output is thought to be linear although it may not be mapped onto the
underlying meaning in a linear way. Errors are generated only because of the limitations
of processing power. (Yet another view of errors!) The logic behind processability theory
is that learners cannot access hypotheses about the second-language that they cannot
process, that there is a developmental trajectory in the stages of development which also
accounts for individual differences due to the ability to process. Pienemann saw this as
being due to a hierarchy of processing procedures that accounted for the different stages
of acquisition of syntax. Learners are seen to develop their grammar according to the
processability hierarchy (more complex and marked structures and phrases). The learner
has no choice other than to develop along the hierarchy. That is how the architecture of
language constrains language development.
There is room for variability which Pienemann (1998) called “hypothesis space,”
which is created by the interplay between the processability hierarchy at every level. He
also saw a “perceptual saliency (of importance or notice)” that says that the architecture
of the syntax makes some elements or structures easier to manipulate. For example,
moving elements at the beginning and ends of a phrase or sentence are easier to
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remember and therefore to manipulate. That meant that learners of all languages will be
able to move elements from inside to outside the sentence to sentence initial to final
positions first before they are able to move the elements within the sentence. Pienemann
also explained his teachability hypothesis to explain how learners follow a fairly rigid
route in their acquisition of grammatical structures saying that structures only become
learnable when the previous steps on the acquisition path have been acquired as based
upon their processing resources. Language acquisition, variability, and the systematicity
are all constrained by processability.
The connectionist approach is based in ideas of computer technology that see the
brain like a computer that consists of neural networks that can operate in parallel. The
links become stronger as associations keep recurring and as larger numbers of networks
of connections are made between elements. This explains why learners are sensitive to
regularities in the language input and extract probabilistic patterns on the basis of these
regularities. Learning occurs as these patterns become strengthened by repeated
activation (Gass & Selinker, 2001, p. 216).
Essentially, then, cognitive theory says that second-language learning is like any
other complex cognitive skill. It involves the gradual integration of subskills as controlled
processes initially predominate and then become automatic. The beginning stages are
thus the slow development of skills and the gradual elimination of errors as the learner
attempts to automatize his performance. In later phases there is a continual restructuring.
Learners use learner strategies for simplification, overgeneralization and transfer, of
inferencing and hypothesis testing and practice. They use production strategies, planning
strategies, semantic and linguistic simplification and correcting strategies, and finally the
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plethora of communications strategies, and reduction strategies which help learners and
second language users compensate and retrieve information. Thus, they are using
cognitive skills to help them process and produce language in the most efficient way
possible.
There is general agreement in the second language field that there are predictable
sequences in acquisition and that certain structures have to be acquired before others can
be integrated. Within cognitive theory it is possible to incorporate natural acquisition of
sequences if one assumes that acquisition involves development in predictable sequences
of routines that are already automatized when they emerge. Errors are seen as a lack of
the necessary information in the second language or a lack in the attentional capacity to
activate the appropriate second-language routine that was previously automatized.
Cognitive theory however does not posit a complete linguistic theory and many of the
issues regarding the underlying logical problem of language remain.
One of the current models of cognitive theory is the CREED model by Nick Ellis,
(2002) the acronym standing for construction-based, rational, exemplar-driven, emergent,
and dialectic (pp. 143–188). This theory sees the basic unit of language representation as
constructions which are symbolic and other key components of cognitive linguistic and
functional theories. There is research that shows that high frequency constructions are
more readily processed than low frequency ones and this seems to demonstrate
associative learning from usage. The same is true for words, letters, morphemes, and
syntactic patterns. Through experience a learner’s perceptual system begins to expect
constructions according to the probability of occurrence in the input. The learner will
notice a new word that can result in an explicit memory. It is thought that there is a
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“detector unit” for that word whose job is to signal the presence of the word whenever its
features are present in the input. Every detector has a resting level of activation and some
threshold level when exceeded will cause the activation in the detector to fire. With each
firing the new resting level is slightly higher than the old one. The same is true for the
strength of mappings from form to interpretation. The form-function association depends
upon the salience of the form and the functional importance of the interpretation.
Learning of a form-function association is interfered with if the learner already knows
another form that cues the interpretation or another interpretation is ambiguous and this
can account for learner errors.
Language learning is thus an intuitive statistical learning problem- one that
involves the associative learning of representations that reflect the probabilities of
occurrence of form- function mappings. Language is figured out by rational analysis and
communication is optimized. Chunks of language can be recycled and reassembled for
efficiency and these exemplars are known as “prototypes.” The representations that result
when associative learning mechanisms are exposed are used in connectionist simulations.
From the large number of stored exemplars they process abstract information based on
frequency in much the same way as discussed here. Thus, a complex system involves
interactions of many different parts and many aspects are emergent—that is, they develop
over time in complex and sometimes unanticipated ways. Emergentists believe that many
of the systems of language are captured in linguistic analysis and reproduced based on
probability.
CREED is input-driven and thus sees exposure to input as necessary for second
language acquisition. The theory claims the human brain requires a large representative
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sample for statistical processing. A good deal of SLA happens incidentally as is the
continual re-tuning of the system to probabilities and the emergence of structural
regularities and prototypes continually change the system. Learners come to know more
than what they have been exposed to in the input and while the logical problem of
language acquisition argues that second-language learners’ grammars are under
determined by the input, though, as shown here, second language learners’ output follows
predictable stages. Interlanguage is systematic and CREED believes that these
systematicities arise from regularities in the input, for example, those constructions that
are much more frequent and consistent.
However, from the viewpoint of CREED, there are limits on the effects of
instruction on SLA. Processing capabilities can limit the amount of intake from the L2
input but attention to language form is sometimes necessary to allow learners to notice
some blocked aspect of language forms. Review of empirical studies demonstrates that
“tapping into” conscious and explicit learning processes can be helpful although it is not
always effective (VanPatten & Williams, 2007 pp. 85–87).
Closely associated with CREED is skills acquisition theory which explains how
humans (similarly) gain a wide variety of skills to the point of “fluency,” following those
three stages of declarative, procedural, then automatic (the point of fluency).
In the process of skill acquisition learners move in stages, knowledge becomes
optimized, proceduralized, and then automatized. Of course, skill acquisition is not
limited to SLA. One of the areas of observation according to Long’s paradigm was the
frequency of exposure. Frequency, in particular, is a significant issue in skills acquisition
theory. Regarding the observation that there are limits on the effects of frequency in SLA,
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the effects of instruction and the effects of output are explained in skill acquisition.
Whether students receive instruction, produce output, or are exposed to certain structures
plays little role if explicit instruction and practice with input and output are not integrated
in a way that makes sense to the student. When that sense is made automatization more
quickly follows procedural knowledge. (But what is that sense? Is it noticing or
comprehension or both and has implications in the learning vs. acquisition argument of
Krashen and others.) However, according to skills acquisition thinking, the three stages
cannot be rushed, skipped, or reversed.
Second-language learning is variable in its outcome and across subsystems. Skills
acquisition theory provides for this variability because of the different levels of ability to
grasp the declarative knowledge, and particularly in regard to the amount of practice of
the appropriate kind for specific structures and particularly in the sequencing of explicit
information and implicit input with practice with the input and the output. Of course,
aptitude, instruction and practice play a role in that variability (and Dörnyei and others
account also for motivation!). Performance and procedural knowledge are unevenly
distributed, further accounting for variability.
Sequencing is a critical element of skill acquisition.
Learners’ speech often follows predictable paths with predictable stages in the
acquisition of a given structure. This observation is acceptable from a skill acquisition
theory (VanPatten & Williams, 2007, p. 99) perspective. There is less developmental
variation in the stages where learners are carefully guided, however there may be more
variation in the speed and systematicities based on the learner’s background. When
learners are forced to perform beyond their level they will fall back to previous levels of
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their skills. (See ACCESS theory below which acknowledges teaching in line with the
natural order of developmental sequences.)
As was mentioned at the beginning, many theories of SLA have primarily focused
on one element of the SLA learning process in favor of another aspect. The interaction
hypothesis assumes aspects of the input hypothesis by Krashen, but also focuses on
output hypothesis. The interaction hypothesis was never intended to be a complete theory
and is better called an approach but according to Gass (2003) the interaction approach
attempts to account for learning regarding the learner’s exposure to language, production
and feedback on that production (pp. 224–255). It sees the starting point as some
“communicative pressure” creating the motivation to communicate, thus, to learn the
language where this “pressure” provides motivation to interact.
The autonomous induction theory (VanPatten & Williams, 2007) is a theory that
uses some aspects of the interaction hypothesis to account for linguistic competence in
the interlanguage of second-language learners (pp.155-173). It attributes this ability to the
language acquisition device and attributes an important role to Universal Grammar to
explain how learners possess knowledge despite their impoverished input. AIT views
grammatical knowledge in terms of formal features which are combined and recombined
to form formal categories and then hierarchical structures. It sees the mind as creating
syntactic categories such as “person, place or thing = noun.” Understanding the category
allows second-language learners to conceptualize those categories and second-language
learners to order, combine and recombine, then unify their understanding of words from
the second language. The LAD builds structures and changes them and is therefore it is
not merely a question of strengthening associations between forms and meanings.
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Learners must be able to reliably activate grammatical distinctions of these categories in
their memory. These reside within modules which are processing components and thus
AIT integrates language processing and language acquisition. It also seems to combine
symbolic and nonsymbolic connectionist ideas in one theory. AIT sees language
acquisition as error driven and that the LAD is triggered when the system (the parser)
fails and the learner struggles to recombine and recategorize.
The cognitive perspective of SLA views the second language learner as an
individual and the process of language learning as occurring through cognitive processes
in the mind. Sociocultural theories of SLA, on the other hand, begins with the work of
L. S. Vygotsky (as cited in Reiber & Carton, 1987) and argues that human mental
functioning is fundamentally a mediated process that is organized by cultural artifacts,
activities, and concepts that are first external and only after, are internalized.
Humans are understood to utilize existing cultural artifacts (tools) and to create
new ones that allow them to regulate their activity. Language use, organization, and
structure are the primary means of this mediation.
Developmental processes take place through participation in cultural, linguistic,
and historical settings such as family life and peer group interaction and in institutional
contexts like organized sports activities, workplace, and school. SCT understands the
human brain activity is necessary for higher thinking but that the most important forms of
human cognitive activity develop within the social and material environments. Through
this there is internalization, the process through which the cultural artifacts such as
language are personalized in the mind of the learner. Vygotsky (as cited in Reiber &
Carton, 1987) says that this is a negotiated process that reorganizes the relationship of the
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individual to his or her social environment. Internalization accounts for the connection
between social communication and activity and it is the mechanism through which we
gain control of our brains. Vygotsky speaks of this interconnection which is established
by internalization in his law of genetic development. He said that every psychological
function appears twice, first between people on the interpsychological plane and then
within the individual on the intrapsychological plane (Reiber & Carton, 1987).
Vygotsky recognized a lower-level neurological base in the human brain, but the
distinctive dimension of human consciousness was its capacity for voluntary control over
itself through the use of higher-level cultural tools such as language, literacy, numeracy,
categorization, rationality, and logic. These higher-level cultural tools serve as a buffer
between the person and the environment and act to mediate the relationship between the
individual and the sociomaterial world. Just as in the use of actual physical tools where
persons can change their world, these cultural tools empower humankind to change their
world and their social and material environment. The material form of the tool as well as
the habitual patterns of its use affect the purposes to which it is put and the methods we
use to employ it. That is, the tool and its use change over time. Language is viewed as the
most powerful tool of all (VanPatten & Williams, 2007, p. 205).
When children subordinate their behavior to adult speech, and take on the cultural
perceptions and concepts of the adults around them, children are acquiring the particular
language used by the other members of a community and eventually utilize this language
to regulate their own behavior. Children develop the capacity to regulate their own
activity through linguistic means by participating in mental and physical activities in
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which their activity is initially subordinated, or regulated, by others. The process of
developing self-regulation moves through three general stages:
1. Object regulation: Children are controlled by or use objects in their
environment in order to think.
2. Other regulation: This involves mediation with varying levels of assistance,
direction and scaffolding by the adults in the child’s world (but see the
discussion on the zone of proximal development to follow, also consider
developmental sequences and acquisition orders as set out above, and
sequencing in teaching methods to be discussed shortly).
3. Self-regulation: This final stage refers to the ability to perform activities with
minimal or no external support and is made possible through internalization,
that process of making what was once an external resource internally available
to the individual though still social in its quality and function and origin
(VanPatten & Williams, 2007, p. 204). Thus, at some point, for example,
children no longer need to count on their fingers, they can move on to using
the symbolic and cultural mental representations in their mind, or they can
move on to other tools like calculators. To be a proficient user of language,
first language or second language, is to be self-regulated but this selfregulation is not a stable condition. Even good communicators need at times
to re-access earlier stages of development. Under stress this is particularly
true. Individuals may become regulated by the language as an object and
instead of controlling the language they may require assistance from others
and make errors or they may use a tool such as a dictionary or thesaurus.
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Frawley (1997, p. 98) said that these three stages are symmetrical and
recoverable and an individual can move through the performance sequences at
will given the demands of the task at hand.
Vygotsky said that humans have the capacity to use symbols as tools, particularly
language, to control the physical environment and even their own psychological activity.
While physical tools are outwardly directed, symbolic tools are inwardly or cognitively
directed and just as physical tools change the physical world symbolic tools are the
means of controlling psychological processes. This control is voluntary and intentional
and allows people to control their own body’s processes. Humans are not forced to react
to stimuli in the environment but can consider possible actions and make their plans in
their own mind before realizing them in the physical world. Language gives humans the
capacity to symbolize and “speak” to their own minds to free themselves from the
circumstances of their immediate environment and enables them to plan based on
memory of previous actions with attention to relevant details or to overlook irrelevant
details, to be rational and to project outcomes.
But what has this to do with second language acquisition? As has been noted the
primary way humans use language to regulate mental functioning is through this use of
the symbols of language, the internal private speech. Through social communication
humans appropriate the patterns of meanings of the speech and mediate their mental
activity. SLA researchers, beginning with the work of Frawley and Lantolf (1985)
investigate cognitive function of private speech in the case of L2 users (pp.19-44).
Between individuals where there is shared knowledge, speech need not be fully
syntactic. An example was cited by Diaz and Berk (1992) as private speech was
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overheard between two children, “Eat yet?” and the response “No, you?”. This simple
example shows that shared knowledge in a social interaction and in a simple way
demonstrates how this can affect the language discourse between individuals. Different
languages offer their speakers different linguistic options for carrying out such mental
activities, even when the utterance is so pared down that its sole focus is on
communication of what needs to be accomplished or how to accomplish it or that
something has been accomplished. Most humans engage in this private speech or self-talk
when there is a challenging activity for them and they “talk themselves through it” or
they say “okay that’s it.” These forms that are derived from their use in social interaction
as people “talk themselves through” a problem.
Vygotsky (as cited in Reiber & Carton, 1987) said this happens because the key to
internalization resides in the human capacity to imitate the intentional activity of other
humans. Child language researchers have found that imitation plays an important role in
language acquisition and it involves both motor and neurological processing. It is not
simply a copy of what someone else says but it is an intentional self-selected behavior
one which is not driven by frequency of exemplars in the input (Tomasello, 2003).
Imitation plays a role in Tomasello’s usage-based model of language acquisition.
Imitation need not occur immediately either, but language imitation can occur after much
delay.
The zone of proximal development is the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independent problem-solving and the level of
potential development for problem-solving in collaboration with more capable peers. The
two main points in the zone of proximal development are that cognitive development
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results from social and interpersonal activity becoming the foundation for intrapersonal
functioning and the process involves internalization.
Vygotsky (as cited in Reiber & Carton, 1987) was concerned with the effect of
the child’s participation in a school setting on cognitive development. It was realized that
participation in sociocultural and institutionally organized practice was essential for
learning collaboratively with others and that this precedes and shapes development. This
relationship is intentionally designed in learning environments including L2 settings to
stimulate developmental changes. The zone of proximal development is also a tool that
educators can use to understand and assist students’ emerging capacities to create
conditions for learning that give rise to specific forms of development for the future.
In regard to second-language research there are misconceptions about
sociocultural theory. Ellis (1997) cites the example previously mentioned where L2
speakers frequently regularize the past tense of English verbs such as eat or break or go
(“eated,” “breaked,” “goed”). These forms do not occur in the speech of adult native
speakers of English. The complaint is that the forms are not in the linguistic environment
and instead are manufactured by the learners’ social factors alone is not sufficient to
explain the learning process. This argument is grounded in the assumption that
sociocultural theory says that learning is simply a copying process and shows a lack of
the understanding of the vital construct of internalization. For example, in the case above,
the child has internalized the past tense rule but must continue to test her hypothesis
about it.
VanPatten and Williams (2007) said that the zone of proximal development can
be predicted in advance for any given learner on the basis of responsiveness to mediation.
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That is, what the student is able to do at one point with assistance the student will be able
to do later without assistance. VanPatten and Williams (2007) go on to say that “learning
in instructional settings precedes and shapes development. The relationship between
learning and development is not directly causal, but intentionally designed learning
environments (e.g., instructed L2 settings) can stimulate qualitative developmental
changes” (p. 211).
Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994, pp. 465–483), as cited in VanPatten and Williams
(2007), provide an “exemplary study” in regard to corrective feedback and the
sociocultural theory. The ability to mediate new learning through dialogue with the
expert was found to be important as well as the internalization that resulted in the learner
becoming more self-regulated. The potential level of development as opposed to the
student’s present level of development suggested the kinds of assistance needed in the
dialogue between novice and expert. The researchers found that assistance should be
graduated, and that no more help should be provided than is necessary because too much
assistance decreases the student’s ability to become fully self-regulated. The goal is to
help the student move from other regulation to self-regulation. They describe the
development of more native-like language use as a process of moving from otherregulation to self-regulation through a series of stages which is characterized by differing
abilities to notice and correct an error and in the quantity and quality of assistance needed
to do this within the zone of proximal development. Of course the challenge is to
operationalize that (quantity and quality of assistance).
Considering SCT through the lens of Michael Long’s (1990) 10 observations, it is
obvious that exposure to input is necessary for SLA. The social world is the source of all
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learning as exposure to cultural artifacts and the place where symbols are observed then
internalized, where regulation shifts from being other-regulated to autonomous and selfregulated, and in those settings in which the assistance needed within the zone of
proximal development is provided collaboratively in the move from other- regulation to
self-regulation.
A good deal of SLA happens incidentally as learners achieve subgoals on the way
to their goals, and as they use tools to help them move to more internalized and
autonomous ability. Learners’ output often follows predictable stages in the acquisition of
a given structure and there are limits on the effects of instruction on second language
acquisition. However knowledgeable educators, sensitive to the construct of the zone of
proximal development, can provide optimal assistance to facilitate the move toward
autonomy. Second-language learning is variable in its outcome and is variable across
linguistic subsystems. This is particularly true in SCT where learners receive different
types of mediation for the specific goals they use in language.
There are limits on the effect of the learner’s first language on SLA. From a
sociocultural perspective it is important to distinguish form from meaning. L1 forms may
have a limited effect on L2 learning but L1 meanings continue to have a pervasive effect
on the L2 learning. We can see that the tool of the symbolic “dog” has the same meaning
as perro in Spanish. The tool may change where the underlying meaning remains the
same.
There are limits on the effects of output on language acquisition. Language is
used not only for communicating with others but also in private speech and in the
regulation of our own cognitive processes. Learners must rely on their L1 to mediate their
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learning of the L2 but the evidence is beginning to show that social speech produced in
the L1 and the L2 impacts L2 learning.
Sociolinguistics in SLA is a different study from sociocultural theory of SLA.
Sociolinguistics concerns itself with variability in second-language use, second-language
socialization, communities of practice and situated second-language learning, and the
reconstruction of identity, affect, and emotion in SLA.
Gass and Selinker (2001) say that one of the major themes of sociolinguistics is
socially patterned variation in language use (p. 222). Why do we speak differently in
different social contexts? Variability here means that second-language learners
commonly produce different versions of a particular construction more or less close to
the target form and can do so even with succeeding utterances. But the question then is, if
there is variability when is there acquisition?
As might be expected (recall my previous discussion about markedness), secondlanguage learners produce more target-like performance for structures which are
unmarked and will produce less target like performance for marked structures.
Acquisition of English relative clauses by learners whose L1 background proceeds from
left to right per the accessibility hierarchy is an example. This variation should be
expected however as language changes in development.
Mitchell and Myles (2004) discussed Romaine’s (2003) work on variability in
languages and said that sociolinguistics considers that second-language interlanguages
share characteristics with other simple and rapidly evolving language systems and
linguistic systems. In particular, contact languages such as pidgins share many
similarities in their development with the interlanguages of second language learners
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(Mitchell & Myles, 2004, p. 226). They said there that first language transfer is a source
of linguistic variability but where the first language is like the target language there is
faster progress in acquiring the L2.
Interestingly, sociolinguistics have shown that first language speakers vary their
language use in regular ways dependent on the interlocutor, the task, and the style.
Tarone (1988) has suggested that second-language learners use a more pidgin-like style
in informal and unmonitored speech and a more target like “careful style” in tasks where
the focus is on the form. Ellis suggested that there is at least a typology for interlanguage
variability of systematic variation including the psycholinguistic context, the linguistic
context and the situational context. Ellis, unlike some other researchers, has suggested
that unsystematic variation is to be expected as well. This is because learners gaining
some skill and confidence seek to increase the variety of their expressions and will focus
on function over form, losing some of the “form” to experiment and express themselves
differently.
Social identity is the concept of the construction and reconstruction of identity
and Norton (2000) found that an individual being studied was able to obtain greater
independence by creating opportunities (work and social opportunities) for speech in
English (p. 10). This changed at least in part the individual self-concept through new
membership in a new social group which was emotionally significant and motivating for
the learner.
Motivation may be instrumental or integrative and has been considered to be
relatively fixed and stable in adults however research in recent decades shows that
learners’ attitudes and feelings may be more dynamic and malleable.
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Dynamicity and issues of investment and motivation can also be found in the
functional approach to SLA. The concept-oriented approach is based in functionalism,
that is, in the idea that language is used for the function or purpose of communication.
Since this is the goal, the focus is on meaning and meaning influences form and structure
(VanPatten & Williams, 2007, pp. 57–71). Learners begin with the need to express a
concept (p. 58), and the focus is on the forms they use to do that. Cooreman and Kilborn
(1991), writing of COA, explain that language serves communication and form serves
function (p. 196). These approaches work on multiple levels of language but that there is
no formal separation of traditionally recognized components of language such as
morphosyntax, semantics, and pragmatics.
The concept-oriented approach simply begins with the speakers need to express a
concept through language. Researchers investigate the ways learners do that. It is thought
that adult second-language learners have access to the full range of semantic concepts
from their previous linguistic and cognitive experience. They note that speakers will use a
range of linguistic devices in their interlanguage to express that concept. The central idea,
VanPatten and Williams (2007) say, explaining the work of Bardovi-Harlig (1992) is that
a substantial part of language acquisition is the permanent reorganization of the balance
among means of expression as the parts of language are in constant “interplay”—that is,
learners are constantly learning both new vocabulary and syntax and so are continually
reorganizing and adding to their linguistic repertoire.
But there is, again, a significant difference between the symbolic SLA theories
and the nonsymbolic SLA theories. The nativist theories mentioned earlier are usually
associated with symbolic second language acquisition theories, whereas nonnativist
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linguistic approaches usually are nonsymbolic. Among those are connectionism, the
competition model, dynamic systems theory, emergentism, and usage-based theories.
These approaches represent nonlinear dynamic approaches to the understanding of
development in general and language development in particular and are in opposition to
the symbolic view of cognition and nativism. Ellis (2002) refers to these theories as
“constructivist” because they all assumed that a child’s linguistic knowledge is
constructed rather than triggered (pp. 143-188).
Connectionism is a broad approach that uses computational modeling and
explains mental processes as simple interconnected units or where links are formed
between nodes and which form neural networks and change the architecture of the brain
(Myles & Mitchell, 2004, pp. 121–130). Patterns develop, they say, and the brain
calculates those based on frequency and the likelihood, given the stimulus, that a certain
response is appropriate in a given situation. Dynamic systems theory or DST, is another
of the constructivist theories advanced by Larsen-Freeman and Cameron (2008) based on
the principles of chaos theory in SLA. Dörnyei (2011) in discussing DST said that
language is a complex system in that DST helps to study complex systems such as
language learning which are more than linear cause and effect experiences (p. 88).
Emergentism is a term highlighted in many recent scholarly articles and journals in the
field of linguistics with powerful statements from Nick Ellis and Diane Larsen-Freeman
(2006), among other researchers who feel that emergentism is the most promising new
trend in language studies (pp. 558-589).
Is emergentism a theory or broader approach? The power of the term is in the
concept’s capacity to explain change in a complex world, that is, how “simple” things in
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a system can produce change and new things “emerge.” Emergence concerns a process
regarding the interaction between parts which produces global system behavior but
basically it helps to understand how simple processes can result in complex systems.
In all the theories and approaches discussed a central concern is the learner’s use
of the interlanguage, error production and variability within the interlanguage as the
learner processes new input. The concepts of interplay and balance in systems are thought
to relate to the functionalist concept of functional load. But really the concept-oriented
approach is not a theory or a model but a framework for analysis.
Long’s interaction hypothesis echoes Krashen’s work (VanPatten & Williams,
2007, p. 77–79). Interaction and input create the comprehensible input that results in a
modified interaction this is what happens when native speakers and learners do when
they interact. They create comprehensible input for each other. In the context of
conversation and interactive communication linguistic rules are formed, whether through
symbolically representing them or nonsymbolically “noticing” them because of the
algorithms that cause attention to be increased based on probabilistic re-occurrence.
More recent research from Gass and Varonis (1985) show that where the teacher
is aware of the power of the social interaction of the students, and is aware of the
language learning classroom as an environment that is socially mediated, then the teacher
can use those interactions strategically to help build proficiency in their students (pp.3757). This intentional use of the social aspect of the classroom will be considered in the
qualitative section of the survey where teachers’ responses to questions regarding the
provisions of strategies for building the L2 motivation in the socially mediated
classroom. H. Douglas Brown in his book, Principles of Language Learning and
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Teaching (2000), sets out a progressive series of vignettes at the end of his chapters
which trace the evolution of classroom teaching, and a number of methodologies
essentially pacing these theories in time.
Originally, Brown (2000) said the study of language was not for communicative
purposes but for scholarly work in the reading of texts in Latin and Greek (p. 15). The
classical method used prior to the 20th century and even into the 20th century treated
language learning like any other skill, and the student was to focus on grammatical rules
with memorization of vocabulary and conjugations with much repetition and written
exercises. There was no emphasis on speaking in the language.
Later, this method came to be known as the grammar translation method where
there was much explanation of the rules of grammar and the focus was on form and the
reading of difficult classical texts but not on the content. There was little to no speaking
in the classroom or on social interaction.
In this method the focus was cognitive and it was thought that learning a language
was like learning any other skill. Later, the classical method came to be known as the
grammar translation method. Brown cites the research of Prator who set out some of the
characteristics of GTM. These included classes being taught in the mother tongue with
little active use of the target language. Much vocabulary was taught in the form of lists of
isolated words and long elaborate explanations of grammar were given with a focus on
form and inflection. The reading of difficult classical text began early although little
attention was paid to the content of the text. Practice consisted of translating sentences
from the target language and little or no attention was given to pronunciation.
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Based on our paradigm from Michael Long, the effects on the frequency of the
language and on error correction were elements that were central to these teaching
methods. There was a limitation on the input and on incidental learning. There was little
to no output other than that which was written in grammar translation exercises.
Brown (2000) said that Charles Berlitz attempted to correct this with his direct
method, a method in which SLA was thought to be much like first language learning with
lots of active oral interaction and spontaneous use of the first language and no translation
and little or no analysis of grammatical rules (p. 45).
Brown (2000) continued by saying that the direct method gave way to the audiolingual method, also known as the army method (p.45). In that method, there was a great
deal of oral activity, pronunciation and pattern drills and conversation practice, skills that
would be necessary in military settings, and almost no grammar and translation is found
in these classes. New material was provided in the form of dialogue though there was still
a dependence on mimicry. The structure was sequenced by means of contrastive analysis
and practice of repetitive drills. Vocabulary was limited but the focus was on
pronunciation with little use of the learner’s first language.
In the direct method and the audiolingual method there was less focus on explicit
grammar translation and more involvement with the language and more spontaneous
conversation and pronunciation. Though teachers at the time would not have used the
term, students were able to “notice” and attend to meaning through substantial
comprehensible input provided by teachers and their peers although the emphasis was
still more on form rather than function.
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The community language learning model replaced earlier models, Brown
explains (2000, pp. 103–105). This model essentially created an atmosphere of a
“lowered affective filter” to use Krashen’s term. Suggestopedia (Brown, 2000), Brown
explains, basically said that students are capable of learning more than they give
themselves credit for (pp.105-106). The teaching was done in comfortable environments,
assuming the roles and names of native speakers, as is done in many foreign language
classrooms today. There were many criticisms against the method but according to
Michael Long’s paradigm, the method at least recognized that much learning is
incidental, and that much learning takes place outside of explicit instruction.
The silent way relied on learners to discover and create understanding rather than
remembering and repeating what they learned, and by using realia to form context and
associations and that the language was used for problem-solving, and relied on the use of
rods and colored charts which grew tiresome after a few lessons. Total physical response
(TPR) was developed in 1977 (Brown, 2000, p. 107) based on observations that children
listen before they speak and their listening has a lot of physical activity involved.
The natural approach, based on Krashen’s theory and implemented by Krashen
and Terrell (1983), was based on the idea that language would “emerge” where there was
a “lowered affective filter” and a great deal of communication (input) that was just a little
beyond the learner’s present level of understanding of the target language. Students were
allowed a silent period until they felt ready to contribute.
To a degree, modern pedagogical research that is based on the most modern
linguistic theories seeks a more comprehensive understanding.
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But, more than that, it looks beyond language learning methods alone, and
recognizes the power of motivation in all these theories, as we see in more modern
approaches, from Gardner’s socio-educational model (2010) to Dörnyei’s L2
motivational self-system.
An overarching concern also is the difference between explicit and implicit
teaching. In light of Long’s paradigm we know that much language learning happens
incidentally, however, Nicholas, Lightbown, and Spada (2001) did not find support that
native like grammatical features will occur where teachers focus only on
“comprehensible input,” that is meaning, without some explicit instruction regarding
these forms (pp. 719–758). Importantly, Norris and Ortega (2000) came to the same
conclusion when they said that the “advantage of explicit over implicit instruction is the
most clearly documented method effect in the empirical literature on types of instruction
( pp. 417–528).” Therefore L2 input with communicative practice is not sufficient for
students to become entirely proficient or accurate in the L2!
What is needed is controlled practice; that is practice that reaches toward targetlike second language ability, according to de Bot et al. (2005). They said that the question
no longer is whether explicit teaching is necessary but rather the kind of explicit teaching
(p. 84).
But, in all these methods, there is variability of success. Gardner and Dörnyei,
among others, account for that success across all these extensive models by a number of
elements, the most important of them is motivation as set out above.
Motivation, then, is the key, the driving force, to learn the language, to derive the
strategies in line, and sometimes not in line, with the learner’s own learning style.
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Motivation, beyond all other elements in SLA, powers the learning engine to sort out the
learning seemingly despite the language learning method. We learned from the quotes of
Dörnyei, Gardner, and Corder that started this section that a language learning student
with “enough” motivation, will develop his strategies and organize his learning, and, in
fact, will learn the L2.
Part II. L2 Motivation, Learning Styles, and the Development of Learning
Strategies in Second Language Acquisition

What, then, is the role of L2 motivation as apart from theories of language
learning, that lead to successful language acquisition, how does it relate to personal
factors of the language learner including personality, cognitive factors (including
multiple and different “intelligences”), learning styles and learning strategies?
To discuss the various factors that lead to successful second language acquisition,
it is necessary to discuss cognitive, metacognitive, and affective learning strategies as
they apply to second language learning with a consideration of learning styles and
personality characteristics as they affect strategy choice and SLA success and finally,
what is the role of motivation in the choice of those strategies by successful second
language learners?
What are learning strategies and learning styles and how to they impact SLA?
Can they work together to enhance SLA and if they do, does this result in more target
language proficiency? What role does motivation have to play in using learning strategies
to achieve the incredibly complex task and of sustain the long-term effort of learning the
L2? How does understanding personal learning style bring strategies and language in a
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learner together to achieve greater SLA proficiency, and thus “decrease variability in L2
success (Gardner, 2010)?
Riding and Rayner (1998) state in their text, Cognitive Styles and Learning
Strategies, that individuals develop their learning strategies as conscious tools to help
them learn new material which is not initially compatible with their cognitive styles.
They go say that strategies can be learned and modified while style is a relatively fixed
core characteristic of an individual. This opens itself to the question of how strategies and
styles may work together to promote SLA and further what instructors can do to enhance
or inhibit the learning method and environment for strategies and styles to work most
effectively in tandem for the individual learner.
Joy Reid in her edited work Understanding Learning Styles in the Second
Language Classroom (1998) contrasts the differences between learning strategies and
learning styles. She says that learning styles are internally based characteristics most
often not perceived consciously or consciously used by the learner but that these styles
are for intake and comprehension of new information. Students have their own individual
preferred learning styles which may be in conflict with the teacher’s teaching style, the
classroom atmosphere etc. Learning styles are more difficult to change than learning
strategies which, she explains by way of contrast, are external skills often used
consciously by students to improve their learning. She refers to Rebecca Oxford’s
“seminal” book Language Learning Strategies: What Every Teacher Should Know
(1990), although as will be discussed shortly there were others in the field who had
published before Oxford.
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Jonassen and Grabowski (1993) state in their Handbook of Individual Differences
that it is possible for teachers to adapt the nature of instruction to their students’ learning
styles, and also to teach students about learning styles and strategies, in anticipation of
different learning outcomes (p. 39). Teachers must know that different forms of
instruction require different learning aptitudes, abilities, styles, and preferences. Learning
outcomes are affected by the form of instruction itself, and those outcomes are improved
where there is explicit and strategic instruction about content as well as about strategies
and styles themselves. Part of that instruction is teaching strategies to the students. The
other part is that it is essential that teachers understand their own learning styles and the
strategies the teachers themselves employ to teach cognitive and metacognitive skills.
Learning outcomes are affected by the form of instruction which includes both of these.
Instructional strategies represent a set of decisions that result in a plan, a method, and a
series of activities aimed at obtaining a specific goal. Thus, both instructors and students
should be cognizant of styles and strategies and how to use them effectively and
methodically in their planned activities. Gardner (2010) states in his text that this aspect
of teacher involvement in the learning process plays an irreplaceable part in the
composite construct of integrative motivation, which is recognized to account for the
threshold (and beyond) level of L2 motivation to be successful in acquiring the second
language (p. 105).
Additionally, the literature affirms that students with a greater repertoire of
strategies and with self-awareness about their own learning styles fit their learning style
with appropriate learning strategies for a given, particular kind of instruction. Peter
Yonqui Gu said, in writing the Foreword to Language Learner Strategies (as cited in
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Cohen & Macaro, 2007, p. viii) “Since we have already established that frequent use of a
large repertoire of strategies is positively related to learning results,” affirming the
previously established validity of strategies, and a large number of them at that, for
language learner success.
It is imperative that educators educate students and themselves about learning
styles and strategies and implement the kind of instruction that enhances second-language
learning opportunities.
Further, it is important to keep in mind that there is, in fact, a distinction between
second-language learners and learners of a foreign language. Oxford (1990), O’Malley
and Chamot (1990 p. 136), as well as Cohen in their various texts make the distinction
between second language learners and foreign language learners and the use appropriate
strategies and styles and the persons who are learning language, though Gardner (2010)
specifically points out that the composite construct of L2 motivation is the same for both
groups (p. 141). Oxford (1990) says that most strategies apply in both situations but that
there are some strategies more particularly suited for SLA and others for foreign
language learning:
This book accepts that the differences between second language contexts
and foreign language contexts are real, and that these differences
occasionally have implications for language learning strategies. Some
learning strategies might be easier to use in second language contexts than
in foreign language settings, or vice versa. However, most learning
strategies can be applied equally well to both situations. Therefore, …it is
unnecessary to highlight the distinctions between second language
learning strategies and foreign language learning strategies. (p. 6)
Second-language learning is considered the learning of the dominant language of
the place in which the language learner finds him or herself while foreign language
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learning is the learning of another language not the dominant language of the place in
which the learner finds him or herself (Brown, 2000, p. 182).
Cohen (2007) reports on a survey he completed of the world experts on language
learner strategies in 2007 for the follow-up of a conference of 18 international language
strategy scholars in 2004 at Oxford University, the International Project on Language
Learner Strategies (IPOLLS). The experts had areas of consensus and disagreement in at
least the following four areas: how language learner strategies are defined, how they
relate to learners’ goals, how they relate to individual and situational differences, and
how to demonstrate and communicate the importance of strategies to educators and
others. It is important to have some understanding of learning strategies as applied by
SLA researchers to consider the results of Cohen’s survey.
There are those strategies in which there is general consensus from a group of
scholars with more than 30 years of experience.
In the broadest sense, there are three major domains for strategies; cognitive,
metacognitive and affective, subdivided by Oxford into two groups of direct and indirect
strategies.
In Rebecca Oxford’s Language Learning Strategies (1990) she further divides
and subdivides the strategies into six strategy groups (three direct and three indirect)
which are further subdivided into a total of 19 strategy sets resulting in a “system” of 62
strategies! In her recent work published in 2011 she reduces this in her “S2R” model to
19 strategies necessary for self-regulated second-language learning. (It is interesting to
note the graphics depicting Dr. Oxford’s hierarchical arrangement, the organizational
system as represented is itself a reflection of the strategies she used to develop her model
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back in 1990 but the same “style” of graphic representation and categorical organization
is generally the same, as if, even by reorganizing the strategies, her “style” of visual,
graphic organization remained the same, recalling the notion mentioned earlier that
strategies may be learned and flexible but styles represent a more elemental, fixed, and
difficult-to-modify aspect of our personalities.)
Recent works have further parsed the nuanced meanings of each of these
categories. As an overview, it is necessary to start with the general categories, although
we remember Cohen’s caveat, that the problem with trying to distinguish strategies is that
distinctions are not so clear-cut, a problem Dörnyei will exploit later. Just the same, the
distinctions will be made here as they were first set down in a number of early works. It
is further important to note that there were a number of other early paradigms for
considering second-language learner strategies including Oxford’s important work.
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) extended those paradigms into the field of cognitive
learning strategies having based their cognitive academic language learning approach on
Anderson’s active control of thought model (ACT), a cognitive language learning theory
set out above, and claimed in their “learning strategies and second language acquisition”
that their approach was more research-based than the previous approaches.
What is important is that most, if not all, of the early researchers in language
learning strategy recognize the different areas of cognitive, metacognitive, and affective
strategies, issues of consciousness or attention, and generally common understandings of
representation in memory short or long term, and whether information is then considered
declarative or procedural.
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In one form or another, the earlier “non- or less-researched” views referred to by
O’Malley and Chamot (1990), and those “researched” studies they cite, all share the
general organizational scheme of a division between these cognitive, metacognitive and
affective strategies. They further all share the recognition that there is “declarative
knowledge and procedural knowledge,” which relies on short-term memory and much
attentional focus, and a long-term memory which permits knowledge to be
proceduralized to the point of automaticity, thus requiring less attention and making
available more short-term memory space for attention to new learning. Obviously, these
are steps in the “challenging and long-term process” of language learning as set out in the
opening statement of the Literature Review section.
In many of these strategy taxonomies, there is the direct statement that language
learning in an intentional way can lead to what Krashen might have considered
“acquisition.” So, “learning” intentionally can lead to the kind of automaticity that
appears to be “acquired” and this happens through proceduralization, thus creating
communicative competence, according to Dörnyei (2011). This issue of intent is key to
understanding definitions of “language learning strategies” and L2 motivation (loc.
6667).
With these considerations in mind, and with the goal of attaining “communicative
competence” with grammatical, discourse, sociolinguistic and strategic competences,
second-language learning strategies will be considered in terms of their generally and
broadly accepted basic categories of cognitive, metacognitive, and affective strategies
that are of specific use for the second language learner.
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Cognitive strategies are more directly related to individual learning tasks and
entail direct manipulation or transformation of the target language. Among those are
strategies that operate directly on incoming information, manipulating it in ways to
enhance learning (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). Some of these cognitive strategies that
interact directly with the new information are rehearsal, organization, and elaboration
which, in turn relies to some degree on long-term memory and thus includes inferencing,
summarizing, deduction, imagery, and transfer. Additionally, those listed by Bialystok
(1985) include some of the same “strategies,” but, more importantly, reflect what the
strategy is supposed to do. Some of Bialystok’s strategies include inferencing,
monitoring, formal practicing, and functional practicing. In Bialystok’s model learning
strategies were defined as the best way to exploit information to improve competence.
Bialystok made the point that the type of the strategy used by the learner depends on the
type of knowledge required for the given task. (This is to be kept in mind in our
following discussion on learning styles.)
She discussed three types of knowledge: explicit linguistic knowledge, implicit
linguistic knowledge, and general knowledge of the world. Notice the contrast to
Krashen’s monitor model from 1982 which did not allow for contributions of explicit
linguistic knowledge or “learning” to implicit linguistic knowledge “acquisition.”
Rebecca Oxford’s exhaustive list (1990) and pages of decision-tree like graphics,
is helpful in that it is an extensive representation of the strategies and the skill sets which
represent them (pp. 15–21). In regard to cognitive strategies, Dr. Oxford had extrapolated
practicing, including repeating, formally practicing with the sounds, of the writing
system, recognizing and using formulas and patterns, recombining, and practicing
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naturalistically; receiving and sending messages, getting the idea quickly, and using
resources for receiving and sending messages; analyzing and reasoning by reasoning
deductively, analyzing expressions, analyzing contrasts across languages, translating, and
transferring; creating structure for input and output by taking notes, summarizing and
highlighting.
As a direct strategy for dealing with language, Oxford mentions first memory
strategies and particularly the use of mnemonic devices.
Cognitive strategies employ direct strategies for dealing with the language itself
by creating mental links, applying images and sounds, by reviewing, and by using actions
that aid in memory. These mental linkages can include grouping, associating, and
elaborating, and placing words into a new context. Applying images and sounds means
using images through visual memory as in a drawing. Semantic mapping includes making
an arrangement of words into a picture or graph or graphic as with the bubble map with
the keyword in the middle (Oxford, 1990, p. 41). “Reviewing well” means that it is
helpful for recall and use for one to review things in structured way in order for them to
be arranged in the mind and establish appropriate connections to prior learning and create
schema that is also helpful to assimilate future learning, as well as for present and
immediate use and extension.
For kinesthetic learners physical response of sensation or using mechanical
techniques to manipulate the information may be particularly helpful. Notice how all
these direct strategies affect the cognitive strategies themselves. They act on the
strategies by an intentional and effortful conscious use of the information in order to
organize it and recall it. Could such “intentional and conscious use” happen without L2
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motivation? Could it happen at the necessary threshold level to “decrease variability in
language learner success”? “A hypothesis that derives from the Socio-Educational Model
is that strategies used by teachers to promote second language achievement will be
effective only to the extent that they are perceived to be so by the students” (Gardner,
2010, p. 105).
Direct strategies include compensation strategies which enable learners to use the
new language for comprehension or production but most importantly for communication
despite limitations in the knowledge. Language learners are able to guess and make
inferences and use clues in context to extrapolate meaning. Perhaps this is what Krashen
meant when he discussed “comprehensible input” in his monitor theory. Compensation
strategies actually allow learners to use this skill intuitively to extrapolate meaning from
the context that surrounds them. But we notice that, here, the personality of the second
language learner, as a risk taker, helps her to engage in “meaningful communication”
where the learner’s “affective filter” is lowered, and where risk taking is something the
student is willing to do and/or the teacher encourages. But, in so doing, the “practice” that
Oxford and Bialystok and others speak of, actually happens, and it is this “practice” that
combines the learned skills, and automatizes them (proceduralizes them) in the “safe”
environment of the SLA classroom. The point is, these strategies and elements work
together, not separately, to support SLA, and motivated learners are shown to be the
students most likely to develop and use such strategies (Oxford, 1990, p. 11).
It is also interesting to note, that Oxford, in her 2011 text, says that L2 learning
strategies in general are defined as deliberate, goal-directed attempts and actions to
manage and control efforts to learn the L2 and that these are “broad,” teachable actions
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that learners choose from a list of alternatives. She went on to say that it is impossible to
determine if the “strategy” is a strategy or a skill (which is out of the learner’s awareness)
without first finding out if it is under the learner’s automatic or deliberate control, a
distinction that Cohen also makes. Seeming to broaden her categories, thus reducing the
number of elements in the skill sets as set out in her 1990 work, Oxford seems to affirm
that, nonetheless, there remains a consensus on the broad goals of cognitive strategies
which include the intentional learner strategies of planning, evaluating, reasoning,
motivation, and “overcoming knowledge gaps.”
Lightbown (1999) in her How Languages Are Learned (fourth edition) says that
these cognitive strategies and brain neurobiology itself account for all learning, including
language learning and there is no need to recognize a language specific device in the
brain or even that learning general information versus acquisition of a second language
are different mental processes at all.
General theories of learning can explain the process of the development of syntax
and all the features of language learning. SLA is seen as drawing on the same processes
of perception, memory, categorization, and generalization as other learning. This is a
perspective shared by McLaughlin and by Anderson as well as O’Malley and Chamot
(1990). Therefore, language learning is within the domain of the cognitive, “…that
language is a complex cognitive skill that can be described within the context of
cognitive theory (p. 1).
The thing to keep in mind is that motivation to develop and use those strategies,
as part of the full array of L2 motivation as expressed in the integrative motive, is
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expressly in the affective domain, as Gardner has state herein. But, the strategies
themselves are in the cognitive domain (Gardner, 2010, p. 190).
All of the theories and strategies, in one way or another, make use of memory, the
processes of perception, categorization, and generalization. The difference lies in the
knowledge learners already have, Lightbown says, and what they do not yet have. Others
may also recognize this as the difference between long and short-term memory or
declarative and procedural knowledge.
Information processing models such as connectivity theories help explain the
connections that are made in the brain, the ability to generalize, and the automaticity of
retrieval. Ellis (2002) explained that these connections or “associations” become
strengthened based on frequency of past occurrence in the individual’s life and that the
brain automatically considers the probability of the more frequent occurrences of words
and grammatical structures in calling up that information more rapidly and automatically,
that is, if it has been used more often by the individual in the past, a triggering event in
the environment will “calculate” that it is more likely to be that particular use of the
words or phrases (or any learning) again in the present situation. This also accounts for
“transfer” and “interference” from the native language to the L2 where the old
grammatical structure of the native language is used in new, target language production.
Cognitive learning strategies are designed for incoming information to be
processed, categorized, and attached to prior knowledge; to be practiced and extended
through rehearsal and generalization; and for storage and later retrieval based on the
probabilistic expectation that a particular context calls for the particular meaning or
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associations in the language learner’s mind. This is the goal for all cognitive (language)
learning strategies, as extensively graphed and grouped by the major theorists in the field.
Cohen and Macaro’s survey in 2007 asked 19 experts how they perceived the
development of language learning strategies by students. There was a consensus among
the world’s experts on SLA learning strategies that students who use appropriate
cognitive strategies tend to learn the L2 more completely, rapidly, and with less effort
than those who employ strategies to a lesser degree or not at all. The consensus was, too,
that the strategies for SLA included what we think of as affective strategies and
metacognitive strategies, as well. There is, then, an expansion beyond the mere cognitive
domain, for the inclusion of other “domains” that are part of the repertoire of successful
language learners, including the affective domain which Gardner specifically states is the
domain for L2 motivation.
Metacognitive strategies are, according to Oxford (1990) and the other
researchers, essential for successful language learning (pp. 152–163). The metacognitive
strategies go beyond cognitive strategies and work in tandem with them. They provide a
way for learners to coordinate their own learning processes. In Oxford’s paradigm,
somewhat similar to other researchers, metacognitive strategies include the strategy sets
of centering the learning, arranging and planning learning, and evaluating or monitoring
learning. One way to think of metacognitive strategies might be to consider what they
“do.” While cognitive strategies directly manipulate the new, incoming information,
metacognitive strategies manipulate the learner herself.
Language learners are often overwhelmed by too much new information,
including unfamiliar vocabulary, new and different writing systems, confusing rules, and
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unfamiliar vocabulary, and new and different pronunciations. Add to that the
complications of pragmatics, language learners can become overwhelmed and lose focus
on the immediate learning task. We know that short-term memory is a smaller store of
information and it requires greater conscious attention to “process” than new information.
Metacognitive strategies help to manage the learner in the process of “processing” all that
information! Metacognitive strategies help the learner in that managing aspect with such
tools as increasing attention and linking new information with other information already
learned (scaffolding and prior learning) and managing the learning by organizing the
learning process itself, and further being self-aware so that the learner can understand
when she is at her limit and needs to increase or modify a cognitive strategy to manage
the cognitive information she is in-taking.
Metacognitive strategies such as organizing and setting goals help to plan for the
language learning task. Practice is the most important language learning tool, Oxford
says, because it combines all of the skills in creative expression. Previously, the subject
of risk-taking in practice was discussed, and the requisite L2 motivation to engage in that
risk-taking behavior is seen by Gardner as a deterrent to attempting to speak, and, thus, to
decrease L2 motivation and is specifically tested for in this Attitude and Motivation Test
Battery as “language anxiety.”
O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p. 44) also recognize the importance of
metacognitive strategies for second language acquisition and refer to them as higherorder executive skills, citing Brown (2000) and Nisbet and Shucksmith (1986).
Metacognitive strategies are helpful for focusing attention on special aspects of a learning
task, to plan to listen for keywords, planning the organization of new information and for
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output and for monitoring and reviewing one’s own attention to a task, one’s own
comprehension and production and in evaluating and checking comprehension after
completion or production. And, in SLA, metacognitive strategies are not only helpful but
are recognized as being essential by O’Malley and Chamot for learning across the
domains of speaking and listening, and reading and writing.
O’Malley and Chamot (1990) relied on Anderson’s three stages of skill
acquisition in developing their approach. They, too, see language learning as an entirely
cognitive learning process that follows in a “stage wise” acquisition of a cognitive skill,
from declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge. During the cognitive stage the
second language learner engages in conscious mental activity in order to find meaning in
the new language and for the appropriate use of the moment.
Bialystok and Ryan (1985) said that this and other metalinguistic tasks were
poorly defined in second language literature and the only way to understand them well is
in reference to the knowledge and control dimensions used in processing the learning task
(p. 235). This seems to affirm the stage-wise process of moving from declarative
knowledge to proceduralization but this movement is intentional and conscious where the
learner organizes the learning to move toward more target-like competence. The
important element here is that the distinction between declarative knowledge and
procedural knowledge is both theoretical and practical, according to O’Malley and the
“if–then” paradigm.
Planning is the key metacognitive strategy for conflict resolution applying to the
condition “if” to the resolution “then” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 47). This gives
individuals an opportunity to work both bottom-up and top-down where top-down
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processing capitalizes on known information and bottom-up processing starts with
features of the input of the language such as discrete grammatical items, “if X happens in
the language, then use Y rule.” A learner who is sophisticated in language learning will
be able to determine when she needs to extend and use a discrete rule of grammar or have
specific knowledge about a vocabulary word, or when she is able to “top-down” process
comprehensible input from a conversation to get an overall meaning rather than focused
on a single, discrete rule. “Sophisticated” metacognitive strategy users know how to
move back and forth as needed to get either discrete or more general meanings.
Language learners are often viewed as top-down processors who successively
pursue higher-level goals by planning opportunistically and alternating between topdown and bottom-up processing. It is self-monitoring, another metacognitive skill that
allows the individual to be both the learner and observer of oneself as learning processes
continue. The learner moves between those strategies that are most appropriate for the
task at hand and is able to do so with fluidity where he or she is more sophisticated in
metacognitive strategy use.
Nisbet and Shucksmith (1986) suggest that monitoring, a metacognitive skill, is
the key process that distinguishes good learners from poor learners. Monitoring allows
learners to analyze the task and respond appropriately to manage the learning situation by
keeping their mental processes under conscious scrutiny to obtain their language learning
goals.
Learners can learn the rules of grammar, vocabulary, semantics and phonology
but that is not the knowledge necessary to use the language for communicative purposes.
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For that, procedural knowledge is required and the learner has to have “metalinguistic
awareness.”
Like explicit cognitive learning strategies which directly manage the information
of the language itself, metacognitive strategies manage the learning of the language, the
tasks of the learning not the language itself. Those language learners with more
metalinguistic awareness and who can appropriately use greater repertoire in appropriate
situations of varying metacognitive skills are more efficient and successful language
learners (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, pp. 59–61).
Research in metacognitive and cognitive strategies suggests that strategy training
for new tasks can be maximized by pairing metacognitive strategies with cognitive
strategies (Brown, 1984). Even during the process of acquiring the knowledge about the
language, and managing the learning itself, there is another factor that plays an important
role in successful SLA. That is the management of the affect, the emotions, motives, and
actions of the language learner him or herself.
Affective (including personality, age, gender, ethnicity, etc.) strategies are those
that manage the emotions, attitudes, and motivations of the language learner. Oxford
delineates three main sets of affective strategies; lowering anxiety, encouraging oneself,
and “taking one’s own emotional temperature.”
These strategies may seem unrelated to language learning yet, for example,
lowering one’s anxiety through progressive relaxation and deep breathing, or involving
music or laughter in the classroom, encourage learners to take risks wisely, and help to
create the “pleasant” atmosphere that is one of Dörnyei’s (2011)10 Commandments for
Strategies that promote L2 motivation (p. 134). H. Douglas Brown (2000) acknowledges
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that the affective domain is impossible to describe as it is explained with vague concepts
such as self-esteem, attitudes, and motivation, anxiety, culture shock, inhibition, risktaking taking, and tolerance for ambiguity (pp. 64–66). The affective side, Brown says, is
probably one of the very biggest influences on language learning success or failure.
However, Gardner (2010) says exactly the opposite, in defining the critical constructs of
L2 motivation that is the heart of the integrative motivation. Thus, Gardner says, L2
motivation, acknowledging Brown, is critical, but, beyond what Brown says, is well
defined and articulated. Gardner’s view is reaffirmed in studies to be encountered in
Section III based on research by Dörnyei and Taguchi, Magid, and Papi (2009, pp. 66–
97).
Good language learners, Oxford says, are those who know how to control their
emotions and attitudes about learning and they realize that negative feelings and anxiety
can stunt the language learning process.
Oxford (1990) points out that teachers have tremendous influence on the
emotional atmosphere of their classrooms. They can change the social structure to give
students more responsibility, and can provide more natural communication opportunities
for the essential cognitive strategy of practicing. Teachers can explicitly teach learners to
use affective strategies.
One of the primary affective strategies for building self-esteem is to reduce selfjudgment based on performance. Of course, these affective strategies are closely tied into
aspects of one’s own personality but also extend to culture groups as well. Much research
has shown that there is a great difference in the affective strategies employed by differing
culture groups. For example, Asian groups in general and Japanese students in particular
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appreciate the formal structure of the classroom and do not have much social discourse
amongst themselves in classroom, or with the teacher. Hispanic students, however, seem
to blossom in situations in which they work in groups with much social discourse and
interaction with their teachers. A second language teacher must be culturally sensitive
(Oxford, 1990, pp. 91–92).
Closely connected with affective strategies which can influence interaction with
others in the classroom, social strategies recognize that language is a form of social
behavior, and that communication must occur between people. Social strategies include
asking questions for clarification and correction, cooperating with others, particularly
peers, and with others who are more proficient in the language use and for empathizing
with others by developing cultural understandings and becoming aware of others’
thoughts and feelings and encouraging one another.
Where students can work in social situations more cooperatively there is
increased self-confidence and enjoyment and also more rapid achievement, more respect
and appreciation for the teacher and the learning environment and even the use of higherlevel cognitive strategies and a decrease in cultural and racial prejudice (Dansereau et al.,
1983). Additionally, there is stronger language learning motivation and more practice
opportunities and more feedback about language errors. There is a greater use of different
language functions in these classrooms even though cooperative learning experiences
may have been limited in the students’ past either because of teaching style or cultural
preference.
Some researchers such as O’Malley and Chamot (1990), group affective strategies
with social strategies “affective/social strategies” because these strategies require either
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interaction with another person or control over one’s own affect (p. 45),. The specific
strategies of cooperation or working with peers to solve a problem, questioning for
clarification, and self-talk and using mental control to assure one’s self that a learning
activity will be successful or to reduce anxiety about the task are strategies that have their
basis in cognitive psychology.
Over the last 30 years, and particularly since the 1990s, many professional applied
linguists have been considering learning strategies in light of second language
acquisition. As the definition of learning strategies has further refined, diversified, and
reclassified, the experts have developed divergent understandings of the cognitive,
metacognitive, affective, and social strategies language learners need to have to become
proficient.
Andrew Cohen (Cohen & Macaro, 2007) refers to second language learning
strategies as “thoughts and actions which are consciously chosen and operationalized to
help the language learners carry out a variety of tasks through all levels of SLA” (p. 2).
For him and for some other modern researchers the element of choice is important but
that distinction could not be made without the understanding of the difference between
declarative and procedural knowledge. Cohen (2007) sees “strategies” as intentional and
conscious, that those strategies which language learners have proceduralized into long
term memory are no longer strategic. His survey of 19 world experts as described
previously shows that there is a divided opinion about the element of intentionality and
consciousness in the definition of “language learner strategies.”
Whereas some experts feel that a strategy is a “strategy” whether or not
consciously and intentionally applied, Cohen does not. Cohen says that for a strategy to
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be a “strategy,” intentional and conscious use of the strategy for a goal is required.
Further, experts are divided as regards the use of strategies to make up for deficit in
learning while others see strategy implementation as just one more tool for gaining
language proficiency and is used whether or not there is a deficiency, that is, language
learning strategies are used for learning in general, and not just where there is a deficit.
Dörnyei goes even farther, and suggests that in either case, strategies are difficult to
define and learning is learning and what we call “strategies” are just ways creative
persons learn.
The experts were willing to agree that strategies are generally not used in isolation
but rather in sequences and clusters. Some researchers believe that strategies can be used
in a global and flexible way for learning in a variety of contexts, whereas others believed
that strategies are, by nature, very targeted and specific even when combined with other
sequences and clusters. But the important point is that across-the-board there was a
consensus among the experts that strategies improve performance in language learning
and use in both general and specific tasks and that they make language learning and its
use easier, faster and more enjoyable.
The use of strategies, just like the use of the target language itself, can become
more fluent because students can proceduralize the strategy itself, and so its “use,” first
stored as declarative knowledge in short-term memory moves to proceduralized
knowledge and is stored in long-term memory. When this happens learners are no longer
able to describe what happens when they are learning and so their use of the
proceduralized strategy is no longer “strategic.” As can be seen, the definition or even the
recognition that a strategy even exists sometimes rests upon whether it is accessible
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through short term memory as declarative knowledge or from long term memory as
procedural knowledge.
Either as a tool called up and used consciously from short term memory, or from a
“deep processing” from long term memory as a proceduralized skill, the use of language
learner strategies is important for SLA. It is important to note that Dörnyei (2011) sees
this idea of intentionality as an extension of the learning-acquisition debate of Krashen.
Cohen (2007) further subdivided strategies between those strategies used for
“learning” and those used for “language use.” The language use category consisted of
such strategies as retrieval, rehearsal, communication and coping strategies. Oxford
(2011) says that that distinction is inappropriate because learning can only be
accomplished through use of the target language in meaningful conversation. From as far
back as Oxford’s book in 1990 and McLaughlin’s book of the same time, it was
recognized that there were language strategies differentiated for speaking, listening,
reading, and writing, and all are different “uses.”
In general, in the modern literature, researchers continue a taxonomy structure
that includes the general areas of cognitive, metacognitive, affective and social strategies,
although again there is significant splitting among some experts and that is generally
considered to be because of an overlap in the strategies which Oxford in her original
work saw as mutually supportive and interlocking.
Cohen (2007) shows that higher proficiency language learners use more
metacognitive strategies and use them more frequently than less successful learners.
More recently there has been research that shows that in addition to cultural differences,
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age and gender differences also affect learner strategies, particularly in their choice of
strategies with females seeming to have a wider range of strategy use.
From the POLLIS survey conducted by Cohen (2007), there was general
agreement that strategy clustering enhanced learning and performance, particularly when
used sequentially and so the experts generally felt that strategies should not be taught or
used in isolation but that language learners should understand that strategies can and
should be combined where appropriate.
Cohen’s (2007) survey helps support an argument for a teaching of these
strategies for language learners including the general consensus that strategies learning in
general as well as for specific tasks makes learning more efficient and enjoyable and that
appropriate strategies are particularly helpful for overcoming deficits. There were some
researchers who again did not see the use of strategies as only for deficits. Dörnyei
(2009b, loc. 4206) saw strategies not as separate or specialized, but part of ordinary
learning.
In their comments to Cohen’s survey the researchers stated that often, their
perception was that students are not likely to know where the strategies they employ
come from and many students actually felt that they just came up with the strategies
themselves. This is important when we begin to understand L2 motivation because L2
motivation seems to provide the drive to come up with those strategies autonomously or
to search them out when needed and further to use them in a sustained way in the move
toward more communicative competence (perseverance). This may also have
implications regarding the learning styles of individuals.
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The S2R model (self-regulated L2 learning strategies) by Rebecca Oxford (2011,
loc. 293) is a reduction of her previous 69 strategies to a manageable 19 strategies and
contains new divisions and categories redesigned over years of research regarding
strategies for language learning. The term itself “self-regulation” has gained favor over
the very term “learning strategy” in educational and psychological research communities
in that it provides more “versatility.”
In the S2R model, Oxford recognizes cognitive strategies which help the learner
construct change and apply the L2. She also recognizes affective strategies which help
create emotions and attitudes and to continue motivation for learning. In the S2R model,
Oxford has added sociocultural interactive strategies which help the learner with
communication in sociocultural contexts. She has added “meta” to some other terms in
the field, for example, “metastrategies” which consist of “broad strategies” such as
planning, monitoring, and evaluating which help the learner control the use of strategies
themselves in each dimension. It seems as if there is a strategy for managing the
strategies. She added meta- to affective strategies which help the learner gain control of
him or herself.
Part of the benefit of this, Oxford (2011) continues, is learners can use “deep
processing” strategies as opposed to “surface strategies” in other models and that the
meta-aspect of the strategies allow for multiple utility of the strategies as the learner
understands how to apply them across all aspects of learning. As the language learner
does so, she becomes more “self-regulated.”
Oxford (2011) also recognizes recent research regarding important aspects of
information processing and how it relates with schema theory and, as she sees it,
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schemata are built in the first and second stages of information processing, with the
knowledge at first being declarative and then eventually becoming proceduralized.
Schema allows the learner to organize information and attach it to prior learning and aids
in the movement of information from the short-term memory to the long-term memory.
Oxford recognizes recent theories of information processing for language which helps
this learning to happen more rapidly and efficiently because schema is “attached” in
chunks and sequences or strings being learned together because they are connected
(Mandler, 2001, pp. 30–32).
Oxford shares Cohen’s view that when the strategy has become proceduralized it
is no longer a “strategy” but that it has been transformed into an unconscious habit or
skill. Oxford plotted a curvilinear process where new learners use few strategies as the
line “curves” back in the process of automatization. Then, as they learn the language in a
middle stage, they intentionally use more strategies. As linguistic material is learned
(proceduralized) intentional strategy use drops off. This is the way Oxford pictures
strategy use (2011, loc. 1036), finding that highly successful L2 learners who had been
taught to use strategies since the beginning of their language study continued using both
metacognitive and cognitive strategies even when they became highly proficient. They
continued to be aware of the need for continued use of strategies and continued to use
them and even “coordinate” the use of metacognitive and cognitive strategies.
Oxford observed that when needed more specifically for a particular task, a
strategy could be “pulled” from procedural knowledge back to declarative knowledge to
intentionally focus on and use for the learner to gain proficiency in more difficult
language learning tasks. This is so because the metastrategies use of the strategy allowed
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the learner to realize an ongoing need for that particular strategy and just how to
implement that strategy even though that strategy had not been needed to be called upon
for some time.
Even more than in her original work and in line with many but not all of the
experts, Rebecca Oxford emphasized the need to manage the “affective” side of the
learner and recategorized these strategies as meta-affective strategies for language
learners.
As with Cohen, Oxford (2011) acknowledges the essential role of motivation as
more than the initial impetus to begin the arduous process of language learning. Oxford
recognizes in “S2R” that motivation is dynamic and changeable depending on both
internal and external influences (loc. 1638). In the research Oxford cited there,
motivation was shown to be a cause of self-confidence and highly motivated students
used SLA learning strategies intentionally and with more frequency than other learners.
Both intrinsic and ex-intrinsic motivations were considered important, particularly when
motivation becomes persistence, the drive that leads toward the completion of a learning
task.
How to sustain that motivation for language learning success became a focus in
Oxford’s new work, as well. She saw motivation as positive; including tactics that built a
positive self-image, positive self-talk, planning for self-reward and reminding oneself of
the incentives for staying committed to the learning task (perhaps influenced by
Dörnyei’s L2 motivational self system).
Oxford and others, in the large grouping of affective or in Oxford’s case “metaaffective” strategies, sees those strategies that increase and continue motivation as
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essential for the “willingness to communicate” which, recalling her earlier work where
she said that practice was the most important strategy, willingness to communicate can
result in positive experiences that continue to help increase motivation. And so the cycle
continues toward more target language like competence. This is an area, then, of overlap,
a continuing concern for Dörnyei, as “learning strategy” here is really affected by
“learning style” and personality factors where a student is willing to risk-take in the target
language.
Riding and Rayner (1998), citing Kolb, Cognitive Styles and Learning, explain
that learning strategies can be developed but learning styles are more fixed and
personality-embedded (loc. 992),. Learners may be able to learn and adapt strategies but
might not be able change their own learning styles. To become effective second language
learners, learners have to know about both. This is the interface between strategies and
styles.
In Understanding Learning Styles in the Second Language Classroom (1998), Joy
Reid says that learning styles are internally-based characteristics most often not perceived
or consciously used by learners for the intake and comprehension of new information
and, in general, students will retain their preferred learning styles despite the teaching
style of the teacher or the classroom atmosphere, however highly successful students will
have more than one style preference and there is even some research that suggests
students adapt their learning styles (p. ix). Learning strategies, Reid says in contrast, are
external skills used consciously by students to learn better.
While learning styles are individually and internally-based there are also cultural
commonalities. A teacher in the second language classroom must have the awareness of
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both in mind, as well as an awareness of the teacher’s own preferred learning style as this
is often the teacher’s preferred teaching style as well.
Learning style preferences are often based in perceptual learning styles, visual,
auditory, tactile, kinesthetic, group, and individual. They are also influenced by “multiple
intelligences,” a term coined by Howard Gardner (1983) in his book Frames of Mind:
The Theory of Multiple Intelligences, to describe mental ability that might not be readily
observed on an IQ test, for example persons with verbal/linguistic skills may have a
certain intelligence for learning and organizing language information. Other
“intelligences” are observed such as, musical abilities, logical/mathematical,
spatial/visual, bodily/kinesthetic, interpersonal, and interpersonal.
The perceptual learning styles have to do with how learners intake information,
that is, through which perceptual modality. Intelligences have to deal with an innate
ability on the part of the learner for certain different abilities or sensitivities.
Some students are field dependent and some are field independent. This is an
important understanding because of the idea of teaching and learning from top-down or
bottom-up strategies. In his discussion of learner styles Brown (2000) says that field
dependent students learn more effectively holistically and in context and are sensitive to
human relationships where field independent students learn more effectively linearly,
sequentially, analyzing discrete items (pp. 114–118). In Part I, Theories of SLA above,
field independent students who are able to focus on discrete items might do better on
grammar translation kinds of learning experiences and tests and field dependent students
might be able to learn better in a classroom where there is much “input +1” and engage in
group discussion and conversation in the target language. Some students are more right-
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brained in their learning styles and learn better through visual, analytic, and reflective
styles and prefer to be independent in their learning whereas left-brained students might
generally be considered more effective through auditory, global, impulsive, and
interactive learning experiences.
Learners most often are not cognizant of their own learning style and the Kolb
experiential learning model or the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator can be useful instruments
in helping students and their teachers understand students’ learning styles. In the second
language classroom there is an overwhelming amount of information that has to be taken
in and organized and then practiced to proficiency. In the last 30 years of strategies
research there has been an ever-growing understanding of the nature of learning styles
and their impact on second language learning. In addition to learning styles there’s been
an understanding of the cultural influences, in general, from different culture groups.
Further, learning styles can be influenced by gender and age. Rita Dunn and other
researchers worked with the learning styles inventory and after much research determined
that children taught with instructional methods that match their preferred modalities
achieve statistically higher test scores (R. S. Dunn, K. Dunn, & Price, 1989). The impact
of such results caused ESL teachers to begin researching the learning styles of students.
Joy Reid developed the Perceptual Learning Styles Preference Survey. This is a normed
questionnaire (similar to Oxford’s SILL) that allows ESL students to identify their own
preferred learning styles among the categories of visual, auditory, kinesthetic, tactile,
group and individual learning. Her 1995 work was based on a study of almost 1,500
students across the United States and, as a group, most ESL students showed a preferred
learning style for kinesthetic and tactile learning and preferred not to learn in group
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situations, but that students from different language and cultural backgrounds differ
significantly in their choices of their preferred learning styles, and students with different
major fields of study preferred different types of learning styles, for example, engineering
students preferred tactile learning where biology and chemistry students preferred visual
learning. It is important to note that “preferred” is generally not a conscious choice on the
part of the student but an aspect of personality and cognition.
Reid (1995) points out that course design and skills assessment can be flexible to
allow for different physical layouts of the classroom and allow variance in teacher-learner
relationship by permitting students who prefer more autonomy with options and provide
activities for those of different cognitive styles. The tests in the class should be
accommodating to these differences as well. Further, strategies training should be
provided so students can pick those learning strategies which they feel are most
accommodating to their personal learning style. However, researchers such as Ellis and
Dörnyei state that learner “style” differences are obvious, yet, it is too early to categorize
those “styles” too closely. However, and this seems to be the repeating theme, it seems
that those language learners who display flexibility in their learning styles (as with
strategies) are the most successful language learners.
Importantly, flexibility may be connected to L2 motivation.
It is also important to note that, as with learning strategies, Dörnyei views
learning styles as not being necessarily clear cut and distinct as set out by other
researchers. Further, he sees learning styles and learning strategies is interrelated
concepts with style being used by Dörnyei as a “strategy that is used across a class of
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tasks.” He suggests that strategic (and even style activities) are simply “learning
activities” and there’s little apparent need to “label” them.
Despite what we “call” them there is evidence that, at their best, explicit
instruction about language learner styles and strategies helps language learners toward
proficiency, or “at least can’t hurt,” according to Dörnyei (2001a, p. 134).
Thus, if teachers provide the testing for preferred learning styles and provide
strategies training and are sensitive, students should be more proficient in the acquisition
of a second language, and evidence of this will be seen in the research section to follow,
as well as in the section citing Gardner and Dörnyei’s use of constructs to test for L2
motivation.
But, there is another critical variable.
If the development of learning strategies and self-awareness of one’s own
learning styles are essential to language learning success and yet, are so very effortful,
what drives the learner to expend this effort?
Motivation. The drive to succeed. But what is this “magic ingredient?” How to
get it? How to sustain it? How do students develop the motivation to persevere to second
language proficiency in the face of the monumental challenge of second language
acquisition?
Motivation was recognized as a critical element by Rebecca Oxford in her book
Language Learning Strategies in 1990, and earlier by Robert Gardner (2010) in his
Socio-Educational Model of SLA. Oxford said that highly motivated learners use a
greater range of strategies than less motivated learners do, and that motivation is related
to the language learning purpose (Oxford, 1990, p. 149).
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Understanding purpose for the implementation of a strategy helps highly
motivated students be more specific with their strategy choice. Additionally, attitudes
and motivation work together to influence language learning performance across all the
domains of communicative competence. It also helps in retention of language skills after
training is over. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) state that motivation is the most important
characteristic that the student brings to the language learning task and they define
motivation as “the will to learn” (p. 160). They see motivation as an element of
metacognition because it plays the role of self-regulation in learning. O’Malley and
Chamot said that learning strategy instruction would be most valuable for students who
are less motivated to try those new strategies so language teachers need to bring a
motivation component to their training so students will engage those strategies which
will, in turn, increase their likelihood of success.
Paris, as cited in O’Malley and Chamot (1990, p. 161), says that the “informed
training in the use of strategies is not sufficient but that a motivational training
component needs to be added to learning strategy instructional programs” (p. 161), This
motivational training element must be added to the learning strategy instruction in a way
in which techniques must be integrated with motivational and cognitive strategy
instruction where the teacher provides modeling, direct explanation, cooperative learning,
and scaffolding instruction. O’Malley’s statement is worth memorizing: “The will to
learn appears to be essential for developing the skill to learn.” This is recalled from
Dörnyei’s quote in Chapter 1 of this paper in the statement of the problem, where
Dörnyei said a deficit in this area might require specific and additional instruction in
teacher preparation programs regarding motivation and strategy.
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Cohen and Macaro (2007) said that motivation was an important aspect of selfregulation and highly motivated students are more successful and adopt more strategies
especially those involving planning, evaluation, and monitoring whereas students with
less motivation employed a limited set of strategies (p. 50). Studies by Oxford and
Nyikos (1989) found that motivated students use learner strategies more frequently than
less motivated students (p. 295). Either way, motivation is a critical component, and
highly motivated students are more successful in SLA.
That question seems less important, now that we recognize that motivation is a
(some researchers say the) critical element in SLA. Cohen and Macaro (2007) cite
Dörnyei who dismisses the entire field of strategy instruction for language learner
because of the difficulties of quantifying the constructs of “strategies” (p. 25).
Dörnyei (2005, loc. 4207), in his Psychology of the Language Learner: Individual
Differences in Second Language Acquisition, echoes Ellis’s conclusion from 1994, that
“learning style” is ill-defined and overlaps other individual differences of both cognitive
and affective nature.
Do learning strategies exist? This is the important question that Dörnyei (2005,
loc. 4207) raised when he said that there is really a lack of an unambiguous definition of
learner strategies. Just as there is a lack of an unambiguous definition of learner styles
despite the fact that the research set out above seems to show a consensus in general ideas
of learning strategies in the areas of cognitive, metacognitive, and affective/social
domains. Dörnyei recognizes Oxford’s 1999 definition which refers to learning strategies
as specific actions, steps, or techniques that students use to improve their own language
learning and that are used for internalization, storage, retrieval, and use of the target
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language. But he also points out that there are continuing problems with such a definition.
Dörnyei took issue with Cohen’s identified need for a strategy to be a “choice” in order to
consider it “strategic,” saying that choice alone is not enough to distinguish a strategy
from a nonstrategy, citing a student’s choice for the time he does homework as an
example of how “choice” isn’t necessarily “strategic.”
Cohen (2007) says:
knowledge of strategies, like L2 knowledge itself, moves from declarative
to procedural through practice by the learner. Declarative knowledge is
defined more fully as conscious, fact-oriented, effortful knowledge of
static, discrete data points or facts, such as definitions of words, the
conventions of punctuation, or grammar rules. Procedural knowledge, on
the other hand, is knowledge that is unconscious, automatic, habitual,
effortless, and implicit, for example understanding a word without
thinking of its definition, using correct punctuation habitually, or using
grammar automatically. At the procedural stage, what were once strategies
are no longer conscious. By definition strategies must be at least
somewhat conscious. Strategies that have become “proceduralized” or
automatic are known as “processes.” (p. 50)
Additionally, Dörnyei disputed the difference between “learning” and “use” in an
extremely thoughtful and insightful consideration of Oxford’s earlier extensive taxonomy
and O’Malley and Chamot’s not dissimilar taxonomy. The problems with an
unambiguous definition continued.
In this section it was established that strategy definition, use, and implementation
is still in some debate regarding some of its essential elements and constructs. What is of
little debate, even among the disagreeing researchers and scholars, is that the affective
element of L2 motivation continues to be an essential element in strategy choice and use,
and that where there are highly motivated language learners, they are more likely to use
more and varied strategies, even outside of their personal learning styles, and that, having
done so, there is a greater likelihood of success in gaining proficiency in the second
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language. What then, is this “affective element,” found to be essential in the theories and
strategies as set out above to gain proficiency and so, reduce the variability of success in
SLA?
Part IIIA. The Role of L2 Motivation in Second Language Acquisition
The affective factor of motivation has been determined to be a significant cause of
variability in language learning success (Gardner, 2010, p. 26). This affective component
was focused on by Gardner and Lambert because of their belief that cognitive factors
such as aptitude and ability and the “availability of learning opportunities” for learning
the second language did not sufficiently explain the variability in achieving success in
SLA. Gardner and Lambert had been investigating attitudes and motivation in second
language learning in the bicultural (French and English) setting of Canada since before
1959, and these studies lead to their 1972 publication that shaped motivation theory and
research for the following 20 years.
What is “motivation” to have such a powerful effect on the variability of success
in SLA?
Is motivation the element that links all the parts of the “theoretical elephant”
together?
The definition of “motivation” in the context of SLA has been evolving at least
since 1959 and has become more comprehensive in recent time, being termed as it is in
this paper “L2 motivation.” The development of the comprehensiveness of the definition
of L2 motivation in SLA follows the development of theories of motivation in the fields
of cognitive psychology and SLA with an ever-widening array of strategies that flow
from those theories.
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That “type” of motivation that supports SLA is referred to across the research
literature as “L2 motivation.”
Throughout the research on SLA, L2 strategies, and L2 motivation as set out in
the historical overview below, there has been a search for new paradigms and
“comprehensiveness” (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 39) particularly by the researcher, Zoltán
Dörnyei. By tracking the development of the definition and the theories of motivation in
SLA it can be determined that Dörnyei’s “comprehensiveness” of his latest theory of L2
motivation; the L2 motivational self system, captures the major constructs of the field and
the research which has supported them, resting squarely upon the work of Robert Gardner
and affirmed in his latest work (2010) whose construct for L2 motivation (integrative
motivation) was reaffirmed by MacIntyre, Mackinnon, and Clement: “The expansive
literature on integrative motivation can be a solid basis on which to build the literature on
the L2 Motivational Self System…if we avoid the temptation to throw out the baby with
the bathwater” (2009, p. 58).
As that is the case, Gardner’s definition has been revalidated across decades of
research as well as in the “modern era” of L2 theory and research as set out in Part I.A
above.
Gardner’s composite construct is, therefore, a dependable, reliable, and valid
construct for determining L2 motivation.
This affirmation is important in order to extract a reliable teacher-friendly
definition and workable array of strategies for application in the classroom. It is also
important as a point of comparison for what practicing teachers understand L2
motivation to be as distinguished from what L2 motivation has been determined to be and
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substantiated by years of extensive research. Should there be a discrepancy, the end result
of this study could be to help teachers bring their definition (or lack thereof) in line with
the comprehensive definitions and theories as set out in contemporary SLA research in a
way that they can make pedagogical application in the micro culture of their own
classroom, and decrease variability in the success of SLA.
Motivation, according to Ellis (2008) is “the effort that learners put into learning
the L2 as a result of their need or desire to learn it” (p. 972). Gardner went further (1985)
by saying that a motivated individual is “one who wants to achieve a goal, derives
satisfaction from engaging in the activities associated with that goal, and gains
satisfaction from the achievement of the goal.” This opens the definition to a sense of
process.
One of the more comprehensive definitions to date is given by Dörnyei and Otto
(1998):
In a general sense, motivation can be defined as the dynamically changing
cumulative arousal in a person that initiates, directs, coordinates,
amplifies, terminates, and evaluates the cognitive and motor processes
whereby initial wishes are selected, prioritized, operationalized and
successfully or unsuccessfully acted out. (p. 65)
In this definition the idea of process is opened and extended from the beginning
conscious decision through the conscious appraisal of one’s success in SLA.
Dörnyei, in this definition, put the construct in the “cognitive” domain whereas
Gardner, as cited above, viewed motivation as an “affective” construct and Gardner
criticizes Dörnyei for his view of motivation as cognitive as a response to Dörnyei’s
latest theory of L2 motivation (Gardner, 2010, p. 225).
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From the beginning, Gardner and Lambert’s concepts for considering motivation
have been developed, extended, and challenged by other researchers within the field of
applied linguistics, and also in the fields of cognitive psychology, social psychology, and
education. In the last 20 years these researchers have also established a broad body of
serious research in the field of second language motivation, some which affirms
Gardner’s theories and some which extends it and some which challenges it. They have
presented various other models of second language motivational theories. One of the
most well known of these researchers is Zoltán Dörnyei who has been the most vocal
opponent of Gardner’s core concept of integrativeness, yet ironically reaffirms it when,
speaking of a large scale motivation survey of over 13,000 students over a 12 year period
he states:
… The actual trigger for his new model was provided by the results of the
study, in the study a variable that was originally identified this
integrativeness played a principal role in determining the extent of a
learner’s overall motivational disposition. Upon considering the
theoretical implications of the results, Dörnyei decided that this factor
actually tapped into a broader dimension, the learners “ideal L2 self” and
thus the link was created with the L2 motivation and future self guides….
(Dörnyei, 2010, pp. 85–86)
Dörnyei further reaffirms the construct citing the Taguchi et al. (2009) study that was
conducted on three continents in three very different cultural contexts:
…all the findings reported in the literature to date provide confirmation
for Dörnyei’s theory. The studies which specifically tested the relationship
between integrativeness and the ideal L2 self produced an average
correlation of well over 0.50 between the two variables across the various
subsamples, leaving no doubt that the two concepts are closely related.
(Dörnyei, 2010, p. 87)
However, despite conceptual differences and consistent with Gardner and other
researchers, Dörnyei established that motivation is essential in second language
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acquisition, that, among different theories of SLA motivation, there are key common
characteristics in the definitions and constructs of motivation and that there are specific
conditions and explicit strategies for understanding, developing, enhancing and
sustaining motivation at or beyond the threshold level needed for the long-term process
of learning a second language.
The purpose of this study is to set forth that the L2 motivation as generally
defined in the research is correlated with success in SLA, and, since it is, and since
strategies exist to increase and support motivation for SLA, it is a construct worth
understanding and implementing in the pedagogical practices by second language
teachers and researchers.
If it is determined that motivation is essential for SLA, and that strategies for that
motivation can be employed by language learners and their teachers and that where they
are employed student variability is decreased and success rises, the next question could
be whether practicing second-language teachers are aware of motivation as a welldefined construct and, if they are aware of the explicit strategies that flow from it, then if
they are employing those strategies with their students. If teachers are not aware of the
researched-based definitions and strategies, teacher training could be provided to help
teachers help their students develop the motivation essential for long-term success in
SLA.
To understand the construct of motivation, then, it is helpful to trace its historical
development within the field of second language and that is done below as Dörnyei has
set out in his text (Dörnyei, 2011).
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Dörnyei (2011), agrees with other researchers regarding the following elements of
motivation; that it is the direction and magnitude of human behavior, the choice of a
particular action, the persistence with it, and the effort expended on it that demonstrates
the presence of motivation (p. 4). He goes on to say there that “motivation is responsible
for why people decide to do something, how long they are willing to sustain the activity,
and how hard they are going to pursue it.”
What in the definition of motivation tells us how those elements are developed
and come together?
Ironically, understanding the definition by understanding its historical context will
demonstrate that motivation is more than general interest or attitude, that the very role of
motivation itself as understood in the latest models of second-language motivation is
embedded in context, situationally, and in fact cannot be separated from it but is part of
the dynamic system at work in the society, context, and intrapersonal world of the
individual language learner.
Dörnyei (2011) sets out four periods of research in second-language motivation.
1. The social psychological period (1959–1990), which is characterized by the
work of Gardner and Lambert in Canada.
2. The cognitive-situated period (the 1990s) from cognitive theories and
educational psychology.
3. The process-oriented period (from the turn-of-the-century until recently) with
its focus on motivational change.
4. The sociodynamic period (the present and into the immediate future) (pp. 39–
73).
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The social psychological period as defined by Dörnyei ran from 1959 until 1990
was largely due to the work of two Canadian social psychologists, Wallace Lambert and
Robert Gardner working in the Canadian social situation that existed between Englishspeaking and French-speaking communities. They found that the speaking of the other
language mediated the confrontational social situation that then existed in Canada
between the different ethnolinguistic groups of the Canadian English speakers, and the
Canadian French speakers. They reasoned that the motivation to learn the language of the
other community was a primary force responsible for enhancing or hindering intercultural
communication.
Gardner (2010) said that students’ attitudes toward the specific language group
are bound to influence how successful they will be in incorporating aspects of the
language (p. 114–116). The complex of behaviors regarded as helpful in learning the L2
are increased when there is positive attitude toward the L2 and the L2 community. Also,
it is this sociocultural aspect of language learning which is different from learning other
school subjects such as mathematics or biology. Language learners go beyond obtaining
mere knowledge. They must “identify with members of another linguistic group and take
on very subtle aspects of their behavior, including their distinctive style of speech in their
language” (Gardner & Lambert, 1972, p. 135). (Dörnyei will later take issue with this in
regard to the rise of global English, and see the construct, in this particular regard, as
irrelevant, inaccurate in the global context, and in need of reconceptualizing.)
From this contextual perspective Gardner and Lambert were ahead of their time
for later research shows that the social context as well as attitudes toward the L2
community is, after all, important to SLA. These dynamics initiated a new era of research
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into L2 motivation, and noncognitive “affective” factors, particularly motivation, were
seen as a significant cause of variability in language learning success. Thus, Gardner took
the concept of variability beyond the cognitive factors of aptitude and ability and
highlighted motivation as a significant causal role for language learner success. Gardner
made a distinction between “motivation” and “orientation” where orientations help
arouse motivation and direct it toward a set of goals but orientation is not part of
motivation itself but seen as a motivational “antecedent” (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 41).
Gardner delineates two orientations. Integrative orientation concerns a positive
disposition toward the L2 group and a willingness to be like valued members of the
language community (Gardner & Lambert, 1959, p. 271). Instrumental orientation is
pragmatic, where attaining the L2 will help in some utilitarian way such as enhancing
work opportunities. (These distinctions will be important later when Dörnyei sets out his
ideas of the ideal L2 self, the ought-to L2 self, and with the L2 learning situation
essentially incorporating these notions in his L2 motivational self system.)
According to Gardner (1985, 2010) L2 motivation is a composite construct known
as “integrative motive.” This integrative motive is made up of integrativeness, attitudes
toward the learning situation, and motivation.
Integrativeness subsumes integrative orientation (goals), interest in foreign
languages, and attitudes toward the L2 community and reflects the willingness and
interest in social interaction with members of other groups.
Attitudes toward the learning situation comprise attitudes toward the language
teacher and the course.
Motivation is the effort, desire, and attitude toward learning.
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Gardner points out that any one of these alone is not sufficient for motivation and
research has “found integrativeness to be the most powerful and general component of
participants’ generalized language–related disposition, determining language choice and
the general level of effort students intend to invest in the learning process” (Dörnyei &
Clement, 2001, pp. 399–432). However, Dörnyei (2011) says that the term
“integrativeness” is a confusing term as it is used in the construct, particularly because of
its redundancy, that it has problems in its conceptual definition and problems with
applicability to the learning of English as the lingua franca of the new globalized world
(p. 43).
Integrative orientation is the most well known of Gardner’s constructs and
influences research to the present day. It is also the subject of extension and challenge in
the L2 motivation research community. One of the major reasons for that is the context
from which the concept was derived, that is in the social context of the bilingual
community of French and English-speaking Canada.
These three main elements of the composite construct are used in Gardner’s own
AMTB which has been extensively used, researched and validated by Gardner and other
researchers. Dörnyei’s later research will further validate these three primary constructs
as contained within Gardner’s instrument and comprising, in part, these constructs
(despite Dörnyei’s attacks on the “integrativeness” term).
Nonetheless, misunderstanding about the extent and the overlapping nature of
elements of the integrativeness construct is responsible for confusion amongst researchers
(as, perhaps, a mere reading of the repeating and multiply-used base word “integrative”
shows). The confusion and applicability of the construct outside the context of bicultural
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Canada is a major point of division between Gardner and those who follow his lead and
Dörnyei and other researchers who redefined, extended, or challenged the concept of
integrativeness, though Dörnyei’s latest model will, essentially, incorporate the elements
of the construct, and Dörnyei will rely on the previous validation of the construct as
support for his own contemporary theory of L2 motivation and, at the same time, use it as
justification for the need for such a new system.
Why is the validation of the construct important?
Since L2 motivation has been determined to be an important element in SLA
success, a clear definition of just what “L2 motivation” is should be arrived at. Gardner
(2010) said:
motivation is a very broadbased construct that has both cultural and
educational components when applied to the language learning situations.
It has cognitive, affective, and behavioral characteristics, and the
motivated individual demonstrates all facets. A reason is not a motivation.
One can want to learn a language for reasons that might reflect an
integrative orientation, but unless this is accompanied by other features of
motivation it is not motivation. Similarly, we can want to learn for reasons
that might be classified as instrumental, but without the motivational
features, this doesn’t reflect motivation (p. 10).
Gardner (2010, p. 23) goes on to say, “Like ability, motivation is seen in the
Socio-Educational Model as a primary variable that influences the individual’s degree of
success in learning a second language” (p. 23)
Since, then, motivation has been determined to be a primary variable that
influences the individuals’ degree of success in learning a second language, there must be
a valid and reliable way to test for it. More than that, if it is determined that there is a lack
of skillful integration of strategy and motivation, then teacher preparation programs or
other interventions may be necessary to supply the needed information and skills.
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The study of just what L2 motivation is important because a significant amount of
research has been done not only by Gardner but also by others who also have shown that
motivation is indeed a factor regarding the variability in success in L2 learning and that
the three central constructs of L2 motivation, as captured in the “integrativeness motive,”
however they are expressed in other research, are consistently validated (Dörnyei, 2001a;
MacIntyre, 2009; Taguchi, 2009; Ushioda, 2009). That validation helps teachers rely on
contemporary definitions that incorporate them, at least in their major constructs and
helps practicing educators and researchers interested in just what causes, assists,
develops, protects, sustains, and extends motivation to use the language learning
strategies that flow from those constructs to decrease variability of success for their
students in the L2 classroom.
It is for these reasons, then, that an historical overview of the L2 motivation
research is helpful to contextualize and understand emerging concepts in the field, and to
further understand that those “emerging” concepts may have had substantial prior
research support, clothed as they are in prior validated understandings of
“integrativeness” and the three major components it subsumes. As such, those constructs
and the strategies associated with them can be seen as being substantially validated as to
contributing to the variability in SLA success.
In his Teaching and Researching Motivation: Second Edition, Dörnyei (2011)
says:
Factor analytical studies examining data from samples in various parts of
the world have again and again produced a factor made up of all, or many
of, the above components, attesting to the fact that L2 motivation is
generally associated with a positive outlook towards the L2 group and the
values the L2 is linked with, regardless of the nature of the actual learning
context. For example, in a large-scale nationwide study in Hungary, a
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language–learning environment that is strikingly different from Canada in
that it is largely monolingual and monocultural, and where foreign
languages are taught primarily as a school subject with limited contact
with L2 speakers, (Dörnyei & Clement, 2001) found integrativeness to be
the most powerful general component of participants’ generalized
language related disposition, determining language choice and the general
level of effort students intend to invest in the learning process. (p. 43)
In a similar social psychological vein, Dörnyei cited the work of Clement
(1980, pp. 147–154) who developed the concept of linguistic self-confidence, showing
evidence that in contexts where different language communities live together the quality
and quantity of contact between the members will be a major motivational factor in
learning the other community’s language, determining future desire for intercultural
communication based on the extent of identification with the L2 group.
Giles and Byrne (1982) developed another social psychological framework for
examining the conditions under which members of the minority ethnic groups
successfully acquire the dominant language (pp. 17–40). Their intergroup model focused
on the likelihood that minority group members would acquire native-like proficiency in
the language of the dominant group based on the individual’s sense of social identity in
relation to the various social groups to which the individual belongs. Where the
individual identifies herself to be more or less strongly identified with the in-group and
where there are harder or softer boundaries or where there are alternative group identities
such as professional or religious identities, the language learner is more or less likely to
acquire the L2 where the boundaries are “softer” and where there is more inter-group
movement.
Likewise, Schumann’s (1978) acculturation theory also examined multiethnic
settings from the perspective of a minority member and saw “social and psychological
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distance” (p. 29) between the language learner and the L2 native speakers as reason for
nonattainment of the target language whereas integration with the L2 speaker group
facilitated attainment of the L2.
Gardner (1985) describes a number of factors such as patterns of dominance,
cultural congruence, and integration between minority and majority ethnic groups and
culture shock, intended length of residence and motivation as social and individual
factors which may account for nonacquisition of the second language where there is
“distance” (p. 137).
What is important about this is that in the second phase of L2 motivation research
there is growing recognition of the complex situational factors which affect motivation.
This becomes ever more important as research continues toward consideration of
dynamic systems theory. Researchers have a growing awareness of the complex and
dynamic situational factors and see these factors as ever in-flux and ever affecting the
other. Social background will not be seen as a background element only, but rather, one
of the many diverse and dynamic factors influencing acquisition in the complex dynamic
system of all the factors that lead to the development and support of motivation for L2
acquisition with those factors also being ever in-flux.
The second phase of L2 motivation research was the cognitive-situated period.
Dörnyei explains that by the 1990s the social psychological variables as discussed above
were not sufficient to account for L2 motivation. Crookes and Schmidt (1991) opened the
door for the motivation research agenda to be changed with their critique of the socialpsychological vein of research which had largely been influenced by the work of Gardner
(pp. 469–512). The cognitive-situated period of L2 motivational research was influenced
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by the cognitive revolution in motivational psychology and the need to make L2
motivation research more applicable to the classroom for use by both students and
teachers and so moved away from ethnolinguistic contexts to classroom and learning
contexts.
Dörnyei points out (2011) that social psychological influences were not altogether
rejected but were expanded with cognitive motivation concepts (p. 47). What that meant
was an expansion of already existing theoretical frameworks to incorporate additional
variables from cognitive theories of motivation. Heretofore, there was seen to be a linear
cause-and-effect relationship between attitudes and achievement in SLA, where attitudes
contained aspects of motivation. Into this causal chain were inserted “mediating
variables” from expectancy–value theory and goal theories.
As stated above, there was growing recognition that multiple variables account for
motivation and success in SLA, but at this point researchers were searching for a causal
chain, a cause–effect linear perspective. It is important to take note of this because later
this linear aspect of direct cause and effect will be one of the reasons for Dörnyei’s break
as ideas of complex dynamic systems theories come into play by researchers such as
Larsen-Freeman and Dörnyei.
Expectancy–value theories played an important role in L2 motivation thinking in
this period where motivation to perform a task is seen as the product of the individual’s
expectancy of success and the rewards of that success, and the value attached to that
success. The greater the likelihood of the attainment of the goal and the incentive for
success, the higher the individual’s motivation is likely to be. It is unlikely that an
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individual will have the motivation to invest herself in a task in which she does not
expect to be successful or to which she attaches little value.
This is not dissimilar from Atkinson and Raynor’s achievement motivation theory
(1974) which says that where an individual has a sense of high need for achievement and
is interested in excellence for its own sake rather than for extrinsic rewards, the greater
the likelihood for motivation to participate in achievement activities and work with more
intensity and persist in the face of failure. Conversely, the fear of failure can also be a/the
driving force. In line with this are attributional processes which influence the formation
of expectancy. Weiner’s (1992) attribution theory assumes that people try to understand
the reasons for their successes and failures and how they attribute those causes affect
their behavior differently. Ability and effort have been identified as the most perceived
causes and where failure is ascribed to unchangeable stable conditions such as low ability
versus controllable factors such as lack of effort in a specific instance can determine
future success. Where the individual believes she has the ability to be successful in
learning the second language but simply did not exert sufficient effort to pass the
language test, for example, she can still feel in control of learning and can continue
motivation toward success. The question, then, is to what reasons the individual attributes
success or failure. The idea of the importance of such attributions will be found in later
theories of L2 motivation as well (including Dörnyei’s latest L2 motivational self
system).
Bandura’s (1986) self-efficacy theory refers to individual’s self-determination of
their own abilities which in turn will determine their choice of the activities they’re
willing to attempt and the amount of effort they will exert and their persistence in the
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task. Obviously, a strong sense of self-efficacy aids the motivation to begin or continue a
task, or to overcome failure. Also, self-efficacy contributes to a sense of autonomy, a
factor found to be critical for high motivation and self-regulation.
These concepts from mainstream cognitive and educational motivational
psychology influenced the research of the cognitive situated period. With Tremblay
(1995), Gardner reconceptualized motivation by adding goal salience to his testing (pp.
505–518).
But it is critical to note that the underlying construct of L2 motivation as Gardner
(2010) originally conceptualized it and continued to is an affective construct: “It is not,
however, a new conceptualization or integrativeness or integrative motivation. These are
affective constructs, and there is no reason to expect that they can be reformulated in
terms of a cognitive process” (p. 225).
Salience refers to the specificity of the learner’s goals and the frequency of goal
setting strategy. Valence subsumed “the desire to learn the L2” and “attitudes toward
learning the L2” and self-efficacy, particularly as to expectancy and anxiety. As we can
see, the theories are now expanding and becoming more inclusive as L2 motivational
theory includes ideas and motivational theories from cognitive psychology and
educational psychology as well as continuing the social psychological stream.
Keller’s motivation system (1983) added the components of interest, related to
intrinsic motivation, relevance which is connected to the student’s needs, values, and
goals, expectancy referring to the perceived likelihood of success with ideas of selfefficacy, and satisfaction regarding the outcome and the feelings about the outcome (pp.
383–434).
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With these changes in the direction of L2 motivational research, Rebecca Oxford
and Jill Shearin (1994, pp. 12–28) sought for an expansion of the social psychological
approach in recognition of the gap between L2 motivation theories and new concepts in
motivational psychology and called for a new paradigm in L2 motivational research.
Together with Crookes and Schmidt’s four-level approach (1991) to developing
multilevel frameworks, Dörnyei developed a three level framework of L2 motivation (pp.
12–28).
Dörnyei’s (1994a) intent (again) was to design a comprehensive theory composed
around three clusters, the language level cluster, the learner level cluster, and the learning
situation level cluster. Each was composed of significant subclusters all of which
contributed to L2 motivation. What is important to note here is that Dörnyei, by
separating the three motivational levels, realized that each can have an effect on the other
independently. And that each can have a power to affect the motives associated with the
other two cluster levels. Again, the important thing to note is that there is recognition of
the impact of one variable in a system upon all the other variables in a system. It will be a
decade before Dörnyei develops his L2 motivational self system based on ideas of the
self and complex dynamic systems theory but we can see here the developing thought
processes that will eventually lead to this comprehensive construct.
A final comprehensive motivational theory during this period was developed by
Williams and Burden (1997) and was rooted in the social constructivist tradition. What is
important is their emphasis on contextual influences, that is, that each individual is
motivated differently subject to a complex of influences.
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Researchers were beginning to look at a panoply of variables rather than just a
cause-effect linear relationship of one variable in an experiment. As this happened, it
began to become obvious that quantitative research alone could not account for the
various processes that were at work in the individual to create motivation substantial
enough for enduring the long-term process of proficiency in the L2. At this time two
particularly important studies; Ushioda (1996a) and Williams and Burden (1997) were
both concerned with attributional patterns which coincided with earlier ideas of
controllable versus uncontrollable factors and the student’s perception of those. Where
there is a positive view of one’s ability one is more likely to attain the L2. Attributing
negative L2 influences to unstable and controllable factors such as lack of effort actually
makes them controllable, whereas inability is not controllable.
Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) theory of intrinsic–extrinsic
motivation and self-determination and through the development of her questionnaire
measure, Noels speculated that intrinsic motivation factors may require the additional
values of the instrumental orientation to sustain the long-term goal of L2 proficiency.
Here we see a rise in interest in learner autonomy happening in education as well.
Autonomy and motivation are linked with the learner’s active engagement in the learning
process. Noels is adding the component of “pragmatism” from the instrumental
orientation of Gardner, and this will come to contribute later to the power of the influence
of “ought-to self.” In other words, just because motivation is based on instrumental
orientations, it may also have “intrinsic” influences as well. Nonetheless, these
motivators will be seen as important in the overall complex of factors that push for
success in the SLA.
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What can be seen is a continuing opening of the research and a movement from
the social context to seeing the individual as a more dynamic variable, bringing to the
learning all aspects of his or her complex situation at the same time the learner is seen as
having more or less autonomy, self-efficacy, and self-determination. The theories are
moving in a direction that will set the stage in the first decade of the new millennium for
theories of motivation that have moved far beyond linear cause and effect models to
complex system models and this, in turn, will have an effect on the type of research that
will be carried out in contemporary research.
Dörnyei cites Ushioda’s (1996b) summary “while autonomy implies being
involved in and taking responsibility for one’s learning, self-motivation implies taking
charge of the affective dimension of the learning process.” This is the will–skill theory of
self-regulated learning recognizing that there must not only be motivation but there must
also be ability and vice versa. Dörnyei also cited Okada et al. (1996) who found strong
relationships between motivation and students’ use of metacognitive strategies (which in
turn were seen to be correlated to decreasing variability in L2 attainment and, thus,
greater success (Oxford, 2011, loc. 1084). The use of the metacognitive strategies is also
influenced by ideas of learner autonomy and self-regulation. We continue to see the
expansion of these concepts that will lead to the current socio-dynamic period, as
Dörnyei terms it.
During this time, Dörnyei (2011) extended the view of past motivation theories
beyond the state–trait dichotomy where trait motivation was seen as a learner’s general
motivational orientation and state motivation was the learner’s situation-specific
motivation (2011, pp. 74–99). Dörnyei’s argument was that this approach suggested a
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static conception of motivation where completing a task means spanning a period of time
during which motivation will not likely remain stable. The individual’s task motivation,
Dörnyei (2011) says, is likely to be a composite dynamic outcome of a complex range of
contextual influences as well as learner–internal factors and the intrinsic properties of the
task are likely to vary in relation to different stages of task engagement, the learners
ongoing monitoring of the task process, and the learner’s efforts to control and regulate
this process (p. 60). This led to a concern with the temporal dimension of motivation as
process oriented.
Theories become more concerned with levels, dynamics of factors often in flux,
and time. Ushioda’s longitudinal study of Irish learners of French gave opportunity for
her to call for new research approaches as well.
Within the context of institutionalized learning especially, the common
experience would seem to be motivational flux rather than stability. Yet,
the potential for developing a dynamic theory of L2 motivation would
seem to extend beyond the phenomenon of motivational loss or growth
alone. In this respect, more introspective type of research approaches
needed to explore qualitative developments in motivational experience
over time, as well as to identify the contextual factors perceived to be in
dynamic interplay with motivation. (Ushioda, 1996a, pp. 240–241)
A careful analysis of the Ushioda quote above helps to underscore some
developing concepts. It is for this reason Dörnyei’s historical overview of L2 motivation
was used as the spine of this paper as these concepts developed over time and set the
stage for the fourth and current era of sociodynamic perspectives, but will also reaffirm
the integrative motivation composite construct by (at least) incorporating it. Within the
Ushioda quote above we see recognition of motivational flux rather than stability, the call
for qualitative research, and the need for dynamic theory that considers multiple factors
in the matrix of L2 motivation.
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The third phase in Dörnyei’s overview of L2 motivation research was the processoriented period. Here we can see the continued expansion of concepts developed
regarding L2 motivation in looking at the temporal dynamic of motivation through the
lens of the levels of motivation discussed earlier. There is a difference between the
motivation for engagement of the task (hopes, choices, and reasons) and motivation
during the engagement of the task. Williams and Burden (1997) developed a framework
for L2 motivation and outlined the successive stages of the motivational process along a
continuum of the reasons for doing something, deciding to do it, and persisting in doing
it. There is, they say, a difference between arousing interest and sustaining it which
requires continued energy investment and strategies over time. This was similar to J.
Heckhausen and H. Heckhausen’s (2008) “intention formation” (choice motivation) and
“intention implementation (executive motivation). These concepts influenced Dörnyei in
his process model of L2 motivation.
Dörnyei and Otto (1998) wanted to synthesize the research and, so, created their
Process model of L2 motivation which “organized the motivational influences of L2
learning along a sequence of discrete actual events within the chain of initiating and
enacting motivated behavior” (Dörnyei, 2011, p. 65). It is important to note in this third
stage there is not yet the full break out into complex dynamic systems theory. Here,
research is still focused on a cause-effect linear chain. Dörnyei broke the process model
down into two main areas, action sequences, and motivational influences.
Action sequences are wishes, hopes, and desires that are first transformed into
goals, then into intentions, leading to action which leads to accomplishment of the goals
and subsequently evaluated by the learner. The causal chain, then, is desire to goals to
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intentions to action to accomplishment to evaluation. Thus, there is the temporal element,
but not yet a full-blown dynamic systems conception where each element affects all
others in a system rather than a “chain” of events.
The other dimension of the model, according to Dörnyei, is “motivational
influences” and includes the energy sources and motivational forces that underlie and fuel
the behavioral process.”
This process model is based on Kuhl’s (1987) action control theory which
contained a preactional phase (choice motivation) leading to the selection of a goal and
includes setting the goal (intention formation) and the initiation of action (pp. 279–291).
The motivational influences are properties of relevance and proximity, attitude toward the
L2 and its speakers (recalling integrativeness ideas of Gardner), learner beliefs and
strategies, and environmental supports.
The actional phase corresponds to “executive motivation” that provides energy for
the action while it is being carried out to the point at which the individual is committed to
action and has left deliberation and decision making behind and has begun
implementation.
The individual will generate subtasks and implement them and appraise the
process as she continues. Action control or self-regulatory strategies will enhance,
protect, and sustain motivation in the learning process. (We will encounter further
development of the “self” and self-regulation in the fourth stage and in the latest and
fullest blossoming of Dörnyei’s motivational theory.)
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The motivational influences during the actional phase are based on the quality of
the learning experience, autonomy, social influences, reward and goal structures and selfregulatory strategies.
The postactional phase involves self-critique after the action has been completed
in this process the individual evaluates the outcome of the action and considers inferences
for future actions. Here the initial expectancies (expectancy–value) and plans of action
are considered and causal attributions are made about the outcome. Next action steps and
goals are developed. The main motivational influences during the postactional phase are
attributional factors, self-concept beliefs, and external feedback such as grades.
Again, we can see the influence of other theories coming to play in the nature of
Dörnyei’s comprehensive theory in which he seeks to “synthesize” the current research
into a comprehensive theory based on his own research and the research of others.
This synthesis into a comprehensive strategy is important because, though the
definition of motivation may be difficult to define succinctly, it nonetheless captures
current thinking in the field which validates prior research. This will be important
because ideas of motivation and its constructs, at least in their main components, are
generalizable across the theories from Gardner’s initial ideas of integrativeness as he
recapitulated them in his 2010 text in the socio-educational model to Dörnyei’s current
theory, the L2 motivational self system, giving those underlying constructs reliability and
validity as they have been validated by substantial supporting research across the field for
decades.
As research continued, Dörnyei says (2011) there was a consistent finding in
longitudinal research of decline in levels of student motivation over time (p. 67). This

129

decline was more related to situation-specific motivation rather than to integrativeness.
Changes were usually associated with the student success (or lack thereof) in the course.
Dörnyei recognized the cluster of factors of “integrativeness” specifically when he and
his colleagues performed the most extensive research on motivational change to date,
from 1993 to 2004 involving over 13,000 language learners aged 13 to 14.
What is important at this point is that his research as well showed a decline in
students’ interest in learning a foreign language over time except with learning English.
This was an important discovery and reason for Dörnyei’s break with paradigms of the
past, particularly his rejection of ideas of integrativeness (although confusingly, he will
include integrativeness in his schematic of the L2 motivational model) as he sees global
English being not connected to a community as such and therefore Gardner’s original
ideas of integrativeness on the part of the language learner as a desire to “communicate or
be like or a part of the L2 community” will not, in Dörnyei’s view, be applicable in the
singular case of global English (though Gardner’s comments in his 2010 text specifically
refute this).
Ushioda’s research (2009) found that there were strategic actions reported by
students as a means of sustaining motivation over time and this strategy use was related
to autonomy and ideas of self-regulation to manage, reinforce, and sustain one’s
motivation during the long course of language learning (pp. 215–228). These strategies
included positive attribution patterns, short- and long-term goals, positive self-talk and
connecting to original enjoyment of learning in L2 activity students find intrinsically
motivating. The learner’s capacity to take the strategic measures to regulate their
motivation is related to their self-awareness as agents in constructing and shaping their
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own motivation and their ability to set aside maladaptive beliefs and actions and think
positively and constructively to stay self-motivated. These were strategic actions taken by
the students but we will see that teachers can help create the conditions for students to
develop their own motivational strategies and this will be an important part in the
practicing teacher’s understanding of the definition of motivation and explicit strategies
which flow from it based upon generalizable concepts which are reliable and valid for L2
motivation, and for strategies which have been affirmed in multiple and differing theories
of L2 motivation.
A definition of motivation extracted from current theories of motivation in L2
learning, and strategies for enhancing self-regulation as well as teachers creating the
conditions for learning helps to support learning over time as the research shows a
decrease or decline in student motivation over time. The obvious result of that is found to
be failure in L2 proficiency (Dörnyei, 2001a, p. 142).
With this in mind we consider the fourth era that Dörnyei sets out in his text, the
sociodynamic phase. This phase of L2 motivational research was due to Dörnyei’s
recognition of the rise of global English and the shortcomings of his process model of L2
motivation because of its linear cause and effect chain.
Dörnyei recognized that it was time in L2 motivation research for a “radical
reformulation” that would require moving beyond linear cause-effect models and so he
adopted a complex dynamic systems perspective to account for individual differences in
complex social contexts. He found that reformulation in the discovery of “self”
psychology and in the research of Diane Larsen-Freeman and Ema Ushioda, among
others.
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Influenced by Ushioda’s (2009) Person-in-Context Relational Model of L2
Motivation, Dörnyei (2011) recognized that motivation is shaped by the situation of the
individual “in context,” (p. 70) ideas of motivation and identity as being socially
constructed in inequitable relations of power thus, language learning was now viewed as
a sociocultural and sociohistorically situated process rather than a primarily cognitive
psycholinguistic process (Lafford, 2007). These views, coupled with Dörnyei’s feeling
that global English was the new lingua franca and so, were different from learning a
second language in the normal context. With global English, persons were not wanting to
“join” another community (Dörnyei, 2011, p. 72), which caused Dörnyei to recognize
that given these complexities and the rise of modern English in the globalized world a
new paradigm for L2 motivation must be developed. Influenced by dynamic systems
theory where cognitive social and environmental factors continuously interact in varying
and ever-changing degrees and thus there is a dynamic and not a static nature in the traits
of motivation (Larsen-Freemen, 2006), Dörnyei developed his L2 motivational self
system.
The sociodynamic phase of L2 motivational research is shaped by three
approaches: a person-in-context relational view of motivation (Ushioda, 2009), the L2
motivational self system (Dörnyei, 2009a), and motivation from a complex dynamic
systems perspective (Dörnyei, 2009b).
Gardner and Lambert, in trying to understand the causes of variability in language
learning success other than cognitive factors of ability and aptitude, asked “How is it that
some people can learn a second or foreign language so easily while others, given what
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seems to be the same opportunities to learn, find it almost impossible?” (Gardner, 2010,
p. 130).
The linear models of motivation tried to predict or explain that success by
focusing on certain key variables but they could not account for the complex multiplicity
of internal, situational, and temporal factors that make a linear model difficult to test and
otherwise does not sufficiently explain the complex reality of the flux of motivation.
Beyond that, quantitative measures of research founded in the psychometric tradition of
individual differences research make assumptions about the general population and
suggest that a single variable may be generalizable to the population. Individual learners
are more complex.
Ushioda (2009) observed that L2 motivation studies that took a more “situated”
approach and considered contextual factors tended to treat those factors as independent
variables in a linear cause effect model. In mainstream motivational psychology there
was a move away from “context as variable” perspective toward a dynamic integrated
view of motivation, self, and context, where context is conceived not in static terms but
as a developing process in which individuals are involved and shape their own actions
and responses (Dörnyei, 2011, p. 77).
The relational approach focuses on the evolving network from the dynamic
system of relations between the phenomena and the processes themselves which are
complex and unpredictable nonlinear and unique to every individual and every
individual’s context. Ushioda (2009) saw context as important integrating ideas of
identity, agency, and autonomy, as a person-in-context since the person cannot be
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disassociated from her context. Motivation is seen as emerging from the person-incontext.
The L2 motivational self system proposed by Dörnyei (2005) is a comprehensive
synthesis of past research that incorporates psychological theories of the self, particularly
in relation to learning a second language where language learning, unlike other academic
subjects, has always had an attachment to the personal core of the individual and forms
part of one’s identity, where other academic subjects, such as algebra, for example, are
not thought to do so.
Dörnyei saw the need for a shift from an emphasis on Gardner’s
integrativeness/integrative motivation with these expanding ideas of situation, context,
and agency, and did not accept that the ideas of integration as” desire to be like the L2
community,” as in the bilingual context of Canada was appropriate in all contexts and
especially in regard to English in the globalized world. With the influence of
psychological motivational research of the self and ideas of context Dörnyei found the
constructs he needed for his new approach.
Markus and Nurius (1986) in exploring the link between how the self regulates
behavior by setting goals and expectations centered around their concept of “possible
selves” in which “possible selves” are visions of the self in a future state and represent
the individual’s ideas of what they might become (in the sense of the potential of what
they could become if they tried), what they would like to become, and what they are
afraid of becoming. These possible selves are often linked with different social roles and
identities and involve tangible images and senses and are a true reality for the individual,
that is, people can see and hear a “possible self.”
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By focusing on possible selves, according to Markus and Ruvolo (1989), we are
very close to the actual thoughts and feelings individuals experience as they are in the
process of motivated behavior. Concepts of “self” having the potential to be “self-guides”
with powerful motivational force should not be seen as “pop psychology.” The research
has been extensive and these ideas, Dörnyei and others acknowledge, are used for
persons in high-performance situations.
The possible selves are those selves that the individual feels likely she can
become although it is not absolutely certain, that is the future self will not happen unless
there is an effort toward this self-image. For the possible self to provide the motivation
for that effort, it must be in harmony with the expectations of the individual and her
social context and must not be incongruent with her other self-concepts or self-images.
Importantly, the future self-image is regularly activated in the learner’s concept and thus
must be “primed” by reminders and self-relevant stimuli. The future self-image is goal
oriented and contains procedural strategies for obtaining that goal as an entire package,
with the image, the plans and strategies for obtaining that future self-image. Importantly,
that future self-image is offset by a feared possible self in the same domain. To maximize
motivational effectiveness, the learner must have a vivid image about the negative
consequences of failing to achieve the desired state.
Dörnyei (2011), upon reflecting on the longitudinal study of the Hungarian
students cited above, and discovering concepts of the learner’s ideal self, developed the
“ideal L2 self,” and created the link between L2 motivation and future self-guides. This
made up the comprehensive L2 motivational self-system with its three components.
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The first is the ideal L2 self which is a powerful motivator because of the desire to
reduce discrepancy between the actual and the ideal self the individual wants to become.
According to Dörnyei (2011), “Traditional integrative and internalized instrumental
motives would belong to this component” ( p. 111).
The ought-to L2 self-concerns the attributes that one believes one ought to
possess to meet expectations and this involves instrumental motives which are considered
to be more extrinsic, and less internalized.
L2 learning experiences, the third component, concerns the situated “executive”
motives which were found in the actional phase of action control theory and in the
process model of L2 motivation developed by Dörnyei and Otto cited above. Thus, the
L2 motivational self system recognizes three primary sources of motivation to learn a
foreign or second-language; the learner’s vision, the social pressure coming from the
learner’s environment, and positive learning experiences.
It is important to note that the first concept, the “ideal L2 self” subsumes
traditional integrative and internalized instrumental motives and as such validates them.
Dörnyei (2011) says that “all the findings reported in the literature to date provide
confirmation for Dörnyei’s theory” (p. 87) which, as noted above, subsumed traditional
ideas of integrativeness and instrumental orientation.
These longitudinal studies Dörnyei conducted of more than 13,000 Hungarian
students for over a decade specifically tested the relationship between integrativeness and
the ideal L2 self and produced an average correlation of over 0.50 between the two
variables leaving, as Dörnyei says, no doubt that the two concepts (integrativeness and
the L2 self) are closely related. He goes on to say however, that the studies of the ideal
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L2 self were consistently found to explain the criterion measures better than
integrativeness. Also, correlations between the ought-to L2 self and instrumentality
concepts of Gardner showed that where there is instrumentality promotion there is a high
correlation between the ideal L2 self and instrumentality promotion. The ought-to L2 self
has high correlation with instrumentality prevention demonstrating that traditionally
conceived instrumental motivation can be divided into these two distinct types in
accordance with Higgins (1998) promotion/prevention distinction.
Dörnyei (2011) further recognized the dynamic systems view of the constellation
of factors affecting motivation and realized that these “motivational conglomerates”
include cognitive and affective factors. They operate together in a dynamic system that is
complex and shifting. Therefore, these characteristics are better looked at in terms of
clusters, which can be clustered around interest, motivational flow, motivational task
processing, and future self-guides.
Interest is not motivation, but is a part of it. It is both a cognitive and affective
motivational variable that is developed, and is experience-based and exists as stored
knowledge and values. Thus, interest is both a cognitive and affective variable.
Motivational flow, Dörnyei (2010) explained (2010), refers to the experience of
flow which refers to a state of intense involvement and concentration on a task that
happens when persons are most active or creative and absorbed in the task (pp. 94–95). In
many ways, Dörnyei says, it is the optimal task experience and is so absorbing a person
can even lose track of time and self-consciousness (Dörnyei, 2010, p. 95). Egbert (2003)
said that flow occurs in SLA along four dimensions; where there is a perceived balance
of task challenge and skills, where there is an opportunity for intense concentration in the
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pursuit of clear task goals, where the task is intrinsically interesting and authentic, and
where the participant senses she has a sense of control over the process and the outcome
(499–518). These dimensions display a balanced mixture of motivational cognitive and
affective constituents.
Helping students learn how to achieve flow could therefore be a worthy goal for
SLA researchers.
It is important to note for purposes of this study that within the composite
construct of the integrative motive as set out in Chapter 1 and elaborated in detail in
Chapter 4, there is recognized an “enjoyment” factor, a sort of flow or perhaps some
enjoyable state-like quality to the experience of learning, of viewing other cultural
groups, and an interest and enjoyment of languages, even if it is not the one being
studied. It is this level or type of enjoyment or level of enjoyment that makes up an
important construct of the parts of the subconstruct of integrativeness and also a part of
the composite subconstruct of motivation (intensity, effort, desire, enjoyment). It perhaps
is too easy to dismiss enjoyment as “unimportant” while we may, in fact, be missing the
single most important subconstruct of all the elements and constructs that make up the
integrative motive, and so, by the definition of our investigation herein, L2 motivation.
The motivational task processing system (Dörnyei, 2010, pp. 95–97) is made up
of task execution, appraisal, and action control which refer to the processing of incoming
stimuli regarding the progress toward the action outcome which is influenced by the
action control processes which are self-regulatory mechanisms that enhance and protect
the act of learning.
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Future self-guides (Dörnyei, 2010) are actually overarching constellations that
blend motivational cognitive and affective areas that provide a strong tie to the learner’s
emotional system and are so much more than “cold cognition" and the important part is
that they come, as mentioned before, as part of a “package” that consists of an
imagery/vision component that activates the emotions and is cued to plans, scripts, and
self-regulatory strategies (p. 97).
Dörnyei (2010), in considering this “amalgam” of factors of interest, motivational
flow, task processing, and future self-guides, says “because of the integrated functioning
of such diverse components, we would suggest that this motivation–cognition–emotion
amalgam can be seen as the ultimate motivational conglomerate“ (p. 98). There Dörnyei
suggests that qualitative investigations are most appropriate to exploring these highly
personal and individualized elements.
Part IIIB. Motivational Strategies in Second Language Acquisition
Many motivational strategies have been developed from the constructs of
motivational theory. There are strategies that teachers employ to promote and defend
motivation and there are student self-motivational strategies. A brief overview helps to
recognize their contribution to the role of motivation in SLA, and how motivation
reduces variability in student success in SLA.
Dörnyei (2011) said that:
The purpose of motivational strategies is to consciously generate and
enhance student motivation, as well as maintain ongoing motivated
behavior and protect it from distracting and/or competing action
tendencies. An interesting question is to what extent the business of
motivating students is regarded as an integral dimension of effective
teaching practice. (p. 130)
Making the move from theory to strategies may be difficult because:
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While there are many effective motivational principles and guidelines that
can help practitioners, these principles do not add up to a coherent
theory.… There is growing recognition that the processes of motivation
cannot be divorced from complex socio–contextual factors. In practical
terms, this means that any pedagogical recommendations deriving from
empirical research are not directly generalizable to all classroom situations
and as with other aspects of instructional methodology, and need to be
adapted in ways that are appropriate to the local learning context.
(Holliday, 1994)
This means specifically the micro culture of a particular classroom or other kinds
of learning contexts such as distance learning or self-access learning centers is unique to
itself and methodology must be adapted to that specific learning context.
As researchers moved to a more complex dynamic systems perspective and the
focus on the micro culture what could be more “micro” than the individual herself? It is
in part with that in mind that Dörnyei (2011) says:
Realistically, it is highly unlikely that everybody can be motivated to learn
anything. Yet, our belief is that “students’ motivation can be ‘worked on’
and increased. Although rewards and punishments are too often the only
tools present in the motivational arsenal of many teachers, the spectrum of
other potentially more effective motivational strategies is so broad that it
is hard to imagine that none of them would work.” (p. 106)
In discussing the arsenal of motivational strategies, Dörnyei cites the processoriented model that he and Otto worked out in 1998 saying that the advantage it has is its
comprehensiveness because the model follows the motivational process from the initial
arousal through the action stages to the point of evaluation of the motivated action. There
are four units in the model that cluster various motivational techniques into separate
themes. They are:
1. Creating the basic motivational conditions, which involves setting the scene
for the effective use of motivational strategies.
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2. Generating student motivation, corresponding to the preactional phase in the
model.
3. Maintaining and protecting motivation, corresponding to the actional phase.
4. Encouraging positive self-evaluation, corresponding to the postactional phase
(Dörnyei, 2011, p. 107).
Along with the L2 motivational self system which created a new way of
promoting student motivation by increasing vividness and elaborateness in the imagery
learners create of their L2 self, Dörnyei recognized that the vivid ideal L2 self supported
by this framework of motivational strategies creates the optimal situation for increasing
student motivation and so to decrease the variability in success in SLA.
It has been important to track the history of the motivational theories and their
central concepts as they have applied to SLA in order to understand the
“comprehensiveness” and breadth of the L2 motivational self system supported by this
framework of motivational strategies. Recognizing that “comprehensiveness” of the
system, including its absorption and extension of the element of integrativeness, and
resting upon major constructs from various L2 motivational researchers from varying
perspectives, we can trust the reliability of those constructs and the strategies which flow
from them.
The teacher, as one aware of the microclimate of her own classroom, can chose
strategies most applicable to that contextual situation with one or more of the four units
of the motivational framework coupled with those strategies.
The first of the four units in the framework for motivational strategies is to make
sure that the teacher is creating the conditions for the development and promotion of
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student motivation and to that end a good relationship with the students and appropriate
teacher behaviors is perhaps the most important. The teacher must provide a pleasant and
supportive atmosphere in the classroom and create a cohesive learner group with
appropriate group norms. The teacher as a key social figure can affect the motivational
quality of the learning process either in a positive or in a negative way and, Dörnyei
(2011) says, “almost everything the teacher does in the classroom has a motivational
influence on students, which makes teacher behavior a powerful “motivational tool,” (p.
109) and he cites the study of 200 Hungarian teachers of English to support this (2001a,
p. 134).
Dörnyei continues in his explanation (2001a) saying that the most important
element is to develop mutual trust and respect with the learners and to talk to them on a
personal level (p. 134). Teachers must communicate their care for student progress and
recognize their efforts as individuals. Where the teacher shows commitment to the
students’ learning there is a better chance that the students will do the same. Many
believe the most important element for motivating students is teacher enthusiasm and that
includes enthusiasm about the students, about teaching, and about the subject matter
content not only in words but by body language as well.
Additionally, there must be a pleasant and supportive atmosphere in the
classroom, a place where there is sufficient inspiration and enjoyment to build up
“continuing motivation” in learners. Cohesiveness is central to student motivation.
Even in the best of situations teachers need to actively participate in the
generation of positive attitudes toward learning and the subject matter and this helps
motivational conditions to be optimized by enhancing the learners’ language related
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values and attitudes, their expectancy of success and “goal-orientedness” with relevant
teaching materials, and by creating realistic beliefs.
The teacher must raise the learners’ expectancy of success and that happens where
teachers expect students to succeed. Students have been shown to be more motivated
where there is an expectancy of success by giving them sufficient preparation time and
assistance, making sure they know what success looks like and removing obstacles to
success. Further, teachers can keep the students oriented toward their goal and review the
goals and help the students contact their personal goals in the L2 as well.
Teachers must make learning stimulating and enjoyable by breaking down the
monotony of learning and making tasks more interesting and presenting tasks in a
motivating way. Setting specific learner goals is particularly relevant to second-language
learning because of the prolonged process involved in SLA. Accomplishing the goal
through “proximal subgoals” has a motivating function by giving direction and by
providing immediate feedback for those subgoals.
Additionally, teachers must protect learner self-esteem and increase learner selfconfidence in the potentially face-threatening situation of the L2 classroom and by
reducing anxiety and thus increasing the willingness to communicate by creating a safe
place for risk-taking behavior and helping students maintain a positive social image.
Dörnyei (2011) lists nine reasons for the favorable impact of cooperation on
motivation including group cohesiveness, expectancy of success, a synthesis of academic
and social goals, an obligation to fellow students, sensing the importance of their own
contribution to the group, contributing a positive emotional tone and, where the teams are
autonomous and there is a shared experience, there is joint celebration and participants
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are judged by their commitment to the team (p. 122). Even though individuals are
working in cooperative teams, learner autonomy is still essential for promoting learner
motivation.
Strategies to motivate students can be teacher-based or can be student selfmotivating strategies as well. Essentially, according to Dörnyei (2011), “students
motivate themselves through their awareness of relevant self-regulatory strategies” (p.
124),
In this vein, Dörnyei (2001a) divided self-motivating strategies into five main
classes including commitment control strategies for helping to preserve or increase goal
commitment, metacognitive control strategies for monitoring and controlling mental
processes, satiation control strategies for eliminating boredom and increasing interest in
the task, emotion control strategies for managing disruptive emotional states, and
environmental control strategies for eliminating negative environmental influences and
exploiting positive influences.
Earlier it was explained that creating the underlying conditions for success were
essential for developing the motivational capacity of self-guides. This can be done
strategically as well. Dörnyei’s (2011) L2 motivational self system focuses on satisfying
these conditions (p. 130) by the following:
1. Construction of the ideal L2 self: creating the vision. As stated, it is necessary
for some motivation to exist, that which the student brings to the process and
the process relies on awareness raising and guided selection from the multiple
hopes and desires that the student has already entertained in the past, thus the
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student’s mindfulness is increased about the importance of the ideal self in
general and the possible selves that they have entertained in the past.
2. Imagery enhancement: strengthening the vision. If the desired self-image
exists it may not sufficiently elaborate and vivid to act as an effective
motivator, thus the student’s vision must be strengthened through creative and
guided imagery to promote the ideal L2 self-images.
3. Making the ideal L2 self plausible: substantiating the vision. The learner must
perceive the possible selves as actually possible and where they are
substantiated the result is a mix of imagination and reality producing an
effective image which requires reality checks but also produces possible
images in reality.
4. Developing an action plan: operationalizing the vision. There must be
concrete action plans. The ideal self must be part of a package that consists of
an imagery component and a repertoire of appropriate plans, scripts and selfregulatory strategies.
5. Activating the ideal L2 self: keeping the vision alive. Students must keep the
vision alive by accessing it, elaborating it, and participating in activities and
successes that enhance it over time.
6. Considering failure: counterbalancing the vision. To have the maximum
effect the desired L2 self should be offset by the feared self. In discussing
motivational psychology, it was noted that the student is motivated by the
image of what they might become (potential): what they ought to become, and
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what they wish not to become. Maximizing the vision requires all three of
these.
Originally, Dörnyei (2011) set down 35 key strategies each of which is further
broken down into specific substrategies which can be further extended by the learner’s
own vision. In summing those strategies up into a workable matrix, Dörnyei (2011) says
that it is possible for us to be “good enough motivators” (p. 134) that is, that if teachers
provide quality to their strategic support of motivation rather than simply a quantity of
strategies they can improve the micro culture of their own classroom which provides
what is necessary for the protection, promotion, and enhancement of L2 motivation.
There is, however, a core of strategies which Dörnyei (2011) refers to as “the 10
Commandments for motivating language learners” (p. 134). These include:
1. Set a personal example with your own behavior.
2. Create a pleasant and relaxed atmosphere in the classroom.
3. Present the tasks properly.
4. Develop a good relationship with the learners.
5. Increase the learner’s linguistic self-confidence.
6. Make the language classes interesting.
7. Promote learner autonomy.
8. Personalize the learning process.
9. Increase the learner’s goal-orientedness.
10. Familiarize learners with the target language culture.
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Conclusions from the Literature Review
The role of motivation as an essential component for decreasing the variability of
success in SLA has been well established by quantitative and qualitative research
conducted since at least 1959 by Gardner, Lambert, Ushioda, Dörnyei, and many others.
While the definition might not be succinct, the underlying constructs have been multiply
validated and well researched. They have appeared in one form or another in multiple
measuring instruments all of which validate the essential core concepts of L2 motivation
which include attitudes toward learning a second language and the community to which
that second language belongs, the learning situation and the relationship and teaching
approach of the teacher, the autonomy, self-efficacy, and self-regulation of the learner as
an autonomous individual in context.
With the extensive contribution to the L2 motivational field through “self”
strategies, students have the opportunity to develop an elaborate and vivid vision of
themselves as proficient language speakers, the ideal L2 self, incorporating among other
things, the subconstructs making up the composite construct of integrativeness as well.
Further, the instrumental orientation, contained within the L2 ought-to self that is, the
pragmatic need for language learning, has been validated as an additional construct in the
motivational paradigm. The student can develop a motivation-supporting elaborate vision
of what they could possibly become, what they should become, and what they would not
like to become in their life as a language learner.
Teachers can help students in the development of their second-language learners’
self-concept, and the research has shown that students who have this more elaborate L2
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self are able to self-regulate, and use metacognitive strategies, and thereby decrease
variability in success in learning the second language.
There is an arsenal of strategies available to nurture, develop, enhance, protect,
and sustain language learners and their motivation through the long process of language
learning.
The teacher has been shown to be a critical component in aiding the development
and sustenance of motivation and strategies for their students’ self-motivation. With the
recognition of the importance of the micro context of the classroom, skillful teachers,
already intuitively aware of the need to motivate their students, can use validated core
concepts and strategies to support students in the in-person-relational context of the
individual classroom.
With motivation in SLA well established as an essential element for success in the
long-term process of second language learning, the constructs of motivation have been
well developed and validated by research, and the strategies which teachers and students
can employ in recognition of the situational uniqueness of the micro context of the
classroom and the personal vision of the learner as a person-in-context, it is important
that second-language teachers are well grounded in motivational theory and strategies to
decrease variability of success in the second language classroom.
Next steps in research could determine the extent to which second-language
teachers are aware or unaware of these theories and constructs and to the extent in which
they employ them, with subsequent training to be provided to enrich the motivational
self-concept of students in SLA.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This study explores teachers’ perceptions of their students’ attitudes and
motivation regarding learning a second language. It is an investigation of what teachers
perceive motivation to be in the ESL classroom, the attitudes and motivations of their
students to learn the second language, and the conditions and strategies those teachers
provide to protect, promote, and enhance L2 motivation for their language learning
students.
The nature of the questions in the survey instrument lends itself to both a
quantitative and qualitative approach, as the topic of L2 motivation has been well
considered in the literature and the essential constructs of L2 motivation, those
recognized to be critical to reduce variability in student success in second-language
learning, have been well developed, affirmed and reaffirmed across the theories of
motivation in second language learning. The Attitude Motivation Test Battery, a Likert
scale survey that tests the subcomponents of the composite construct of integrative
motive to test for L2 motivation has been found to be a valid and reliable instrument to
do so and the subcomponents of the construct have been found valid and reliable criteria
for measurement of L2 motivation.
L2 motivation has been recognized as essential across the theories of second
language acquisition, both for language learning that leads to proficiency and also for the
construction and use of learner strategies that not only promote the learning but further
promote and protect L2 motivation as well. Further, a core set of strategies to promote,
protect, and enhance L2 motivation has been extrapolated by Zoltán Dörnyei (2001a)
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from the many investigations by different researchers into strategies for L2 motivation (p.
134).
The goal of this investigation, then, is nonexperimental, exploratory and
interpretive, rather than the confirming of a proposed hypothesis. In an effort to capture
the perceptions of teachers regarding those essential elements recognized to compose the
composite construct of L2 motivation as it is expressed in Gardner’s integrative motive
and tested in the attitude motive test battery quantitative statistical analysis is analyzed
from responses of experienced ESL teachers regarding what they perceive to be
important as far as motivation is concerned in their language learning students. In an
effort to capture the complexity and the rich data of what teachers actually do in their
classrooms to create conditions and provide strategies for the protection, promotion, and
enhancement of L2 motivation, a qualitative study was conducted by way of open-ended
questions regarding what teachers do to create conditions and promote strategies for L2
motivation in their classrooms.
This chapter and Chapter 4, which follows, present a discussion of the
methodology and research design utilized by the researcher to address the research
questions, and the results of that research.
The following section is an analysis of the data collection procedures including a
description of the sample, the instruments used for data collection and the steps in the
collection process. The chapter ends with a summation of the previous sections.
Methodological Approach
There is a set of variables that express the necessary motivation that correlates
with a “decrease in variability of student success” (Gardner, 2010, p. 97) and success in
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gaining proficiency in a second language. This motivation is known L2 motivation and is
expressed in the composite construct “integrative motive.” The core set of variables has
been assembled into a series of survey questions which can be asked of respondents and
which test for the presence of those components found to be reliable to test for the
composite construct known as integrative motive. While many researchers include other
variables, the literature as set out herein has clearly set forth that even those researchers
recognize the validity of the integrative motive even where those elements tested for by
the composite construct of the integrative motive have been subsumed in the testing by
other researchers in their instruments. Robert Gardner specifically addressed the three
main constructs of IM and the subcomponents of each category in his socioeducational
model in his 2010 text and explained that these three alone are sufficient to test for the
presence of L2 motivation such as correlates with L2 proficiency in language learners
(and, thus, the reduction of variability in student success). While it would have been
possible to include other variables in a survey instrument, other variables may not have
been agreed to across the spectrum of researchers and further may not have had the
decades of substantiated use to have the basis of reliability and validity these three
elements in their composite nature have shown to produce. Gardner (2010) specifically
addressed this when he said: “In the model, integrativeness and attitudes toward the
learning situation are seen as supports for motivation, but it is motivation that is
responsible for achievement in the second language” (p. 91). Gardner, to make it clear
that the socio-educational model is built on only these three constructs without the need
for other variables to express L2 motivation, said:
The model is silent with respect to other attributes of the motivated
individual but clearly an integratively motivated individual, like any other

151

motivated individual, exhibits a number of characteristics. In our research,
we have focused on only the defining attributes in the interest of
parsimony. We believe that in our attempts to measure the elements of
integrative motivation, we have defined the primary characteristics… The
question is, does considering these other aspects appreciably improve
prediction of success in learning the second language? In a study of some
of those additional elements to the Socio-Educational Model as well as a
number of other indices of motivation, with an attempt to integrate them
into a structural equation model. The results demonstrated that the other
motivational variables could be integrated into the model, but that the
basic structure of the model was maintained. (p. 92)
These three “critical” constructs as set out herein in the composite construct of
integrative motive, then, adequately measured for L2 motivation and other constructs or
variables were not necessary to be added to test for the presence of L2 motivation such as
to lead to a decrease in variability in L2 success.
The important quotes affirming the construct of integrative motivation (even if
extending or reconceptualizing it), representing the extensive studies by Dörnyei,
Ushioda, Taguchi, MacIntyre, and Gardner have been set out elsewhere in the present
study.
It is for the reason of years of valid and reliable research as well as agreement
across the spectrum of researchers, even those who have added to or subsumed the
integrative motive construct within their own testing instruments, and added other
variables which Gardner says are not necessary to test to determine the presence of L2
motivation such as correlates with success in language learning; that these three elements
have been the elements that adequately test for the presence of that motivation known as
and specifically targeted for testing for the presence of L2 motivation in this paper.
Consequently, after raising and then resolving issues regarding some
subconstructs of “integrative motive,” the recognition of the critical variables is seen as a
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reconciliation, at least to the single point: the composite construct of integrative motive as
tested for in the Attitude Motivation Test Battery is an adequate, accepted, and essential,
construct for testing for L2 motivation such as to reduce variability in language learning
success.
It rests squarely on Gardner’s (2010) position that it is motivation that is
responsible for achievement in the second language (pp. 8-11).
And, in this paper, it is the integrative motive composite construct that tests for
that; thus, the integrative motivation as expressed in the three critical constructs by
Gardner are herein seen as the standard against which to correlate teachers’ perceptions
of constructs they consider “critical” for their own students’ motivation to learn the
second language.
It is an undeniably valid (composite) construct and definition, embraced across
the theoretical paradigms in at least its basic form, and for that reason integrative motive
was chosen as the reliable standard of comparison in this study.
What, then, are those “critical constructs” and how are they reliably tested?
Part of that answer is in what the constructs are not (Gardner, 2010, p110).
Gardner, (2010) discussed those constructs specifically. Gardner wished to
develop a construct-oriented approach in which items were written to fit the definition of
the variable in question and, secondarily, attempts were made to suppress extraneous
sources of variance and thirdly, the scales were developed to be homogenous while being
general in nature (p. 88). Finally, items are selected for each scale to provide as much
discriminate validity from other skills as possible given the nature of the variables.
Gardner then began by identifying constructs of relevance to the socio-educational model
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of SLA in determining variables that “as a unit” provided measures of each one because
it was obvious that only one measure was not sufficient to adequately reflect most of the
constructs:
once this was done, we identified different measures that were applicable
to our construct definitions, determine the format that were most
appropriate and provided explicit definitions of the variables considering
two standards to ensure content validity. The first was “a representative
collection of items.” To do this it was necessary to establish clearly what
is meant by the variable of interest and then to develop items that
represent this domain, varying in specificity and generality to provide a
complete sampling of the domain. The second was the use of “sensible
methods of test construction” which involved making sure the items and
their wording were appropriate for the population of interest. (Gardner,
2010, p. 111)
Gardner spoke of the development of the AMTB saying that:
Central in all of this was the establishment of the major constructs which
have been shown to involve aggregates of the scales from the AMTB. It is
the interplay of these constructs that define what we have termed
integrative motivation and not simply the correlations of the aggregates
with measures of achievement which is the substance of our research. The
purpose for the development of the AMTB was to produce a test that
would measure the major affective individual difference variables
identified by the Socio Educational Model of second language acquisition.
These variables were believed to be correlated among themselves and to
represent different but correlated constructs; thus we considered carefully
the rationale that should be used to identify the items for each scale. In the
end Gardner chose to use attitudes which were referring primarily to
emotional reactions and assessed in terms of the affect associated with
beliefs endorsed by the individual. They are reflected in cognitions
(beliefs” for emphasis about the attitude object then behaviors (or
tendencies to behave) associated with it. They are not the belief or the
behavior. The important point is that it was not the response to an
individual item that was considered important but rather the configuration
of responses to the items developed to reflect the different variables.
(Gardner, 2010, pp. 86–87)
It is also important to note that each of the variables as chosen have “consistently
shown high levels of internal consistency reliability and thus the variables chosen to
represent the subconstructs and then the aggregate construct of the integrative motive can
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all be determined to be reliable and valid for that purpose. This should be important
should any of these variables be missing from the research survey conducted within this
study, that is, that each individual element, or some construct, is used herein is “critical”
and as such correlation for success, that is as a predictor for reducing variability of
success in language learning is essential. Thus, the critical constructs have been set out in
the AMTB. Each of them is essential, and what is most important is the interplay of the
other measures in the aggregate construct.
This mixed-methods study explored the extent of the awareness of the importance
of L2 motivation as understood by a random and geographically diverse group of
experienced ESL teachers in its quantitative study, and also through the qualitative study,
examined conditions and strategies used by these ESL teachers and compared those who
are non–second language speakers versus ESL teachers who are second-language
speakers to determine what these teachers do, and if they do anything differently, in
regard to creating conditions and strategies for protecting, promoting, and enhancing L2
motivation. Throughout the study, the term “experienced ESL teachers” means those
teachers who have at least three years teaching ESL to nonnative English speakers, and,
thus, for whom some language other than English is their first language. The quantitative
part of the study was done by Likert-style six-degree scale questions to survey the
elements of L2 motivation as identified in the following topics from Robert Gardner’s
Attitude and Motivation Test Battery:
1. What aspects of integrativeness do teachers perceive in their ESL students and
how important are the elements of integrativeness to their students’ success in
gaining L2 proficiency?
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2. What do teachers perceive their students’ attitudes to the second language
learning situation to be and how important is that to their students’ success in
gaining L2 proficiency?
3. What do teachers perceive to be their students’ motivational intensity, desire,
and enjoyment and how important are these to their students’ gaining L2
proficiency?
As regards the qualitative aspect of the study, four experienced ESL teachers (two
of whom self-identify as a proficient second-language speakers and two of whom selfidentify as a non–second language speakers) were asked a series of open-ended questions
in a response format, the questions being structured along those strategies outlined in
Zoltán Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments for Strategies, regarding the following topics:
1. What conditions, if any, do you provide in your ESL classroom for motivation
to flourish?
2. What strategies do you provide, if any, to support and promote L2 motivation
in your students?
A mixed-methods design that combined both quantitative Likert-style questions in
the quantitative study and open-ended questions in the qualitative study was deemed most
appropriate. David Nunan in Research Methods in Language Learning (1992) says that it
is necessary to consider the types of research design, and the type of data collection.
Also, the method, whether experimental or nonexperimental, should be considered as
well as the type of data yielded by the study, and the type of analysis conducted on the
data. Thus, a mixed-methods approach that was exploratory, nonexperimental, and results
in qualitative data and statistical analysis based on Grotjahn’s “Paradigm 5” were chosen.
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The study also included an interpretive analysis of interview questions as well as
interpretations based on the correlations found by the Likert-scale survey as the basis of
this mixed-methods design.
Twenty ESL teachers who share the professional context as an ESL teacher with
three or more years of experience as the one common characteristic of having taught ESL
for more than three years were chosen for the study. This phenomenological orientational
study is on the participants’ perceptions of their ESL students’ attitudes toward language
learning. As such, the survey seeks to determine how those teachers construct their
meaning of L2 motivation and how that perception correlates to the well-established
constructs of L2 motivation as set out in the Attitude Motivation Test Battery of Robert
Gardner, and elucidated most recently in Gardner’s 2010 edition of his text, Motivation
and Second Language Acquisition: The Socio-Educational Model.
Open-ended response questions also were intended to elicit meaningful and
personally relevant responses, and provide unanticipated information.
The quantitative survey revealed that most ESL teachers with at least three years
of experience in the field felt that a more open “fun” classroom lowered the affective
filter for risk taking, and also helped the non–English language proficient student to feel
more comfortable (like to come to ESL); however, some of the constructs as surveyed
were specifically not considered to be important, despite the fact the correlation for the
AMTB demonstrated they, too, were important characteristics for the integrative motive.
There was an almost “outcry” in particular to one construct, perhaps because ESL
teachers wish to see themselves as “fair,” but this may be contributing to a devaluing of
that particular and important element instead of valuing it, demonstrating a lack of
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awareness of the aggregate nature of the construct. That undervalued construct was
“Interest in Foreign Languages” from the “Integrativeness” subconstruct. If correlations
were done between students and their grades, it would be interesting to note achievement
differences in those classes that valued this construct and used strategies to support it and
those that did not. Was it just missing? Or, perhaps, intentionally removed?
The qualitative open-ended response questions revealed that there is a wide band
between authoritarian and authoritative teaching styles. Some teachers seemed to see a
very explicit order to their class-and also to their teaching-perhaps seeing language
learning as “linear.” Some even explained the step-by-step linear process of language
development, as they, the teacher, intended the student to learn it. A study analyzing liner
teaching styles and liner delivery of grammar rules, etc. vs. a more emergent and
spontaneous class might prove very informative in light of emerginist and person-incontext discussions in Part I of this study.
An unanticipated and surprising theme emerged. There seemed to be a difference
in the attitude about the “openness” or relaxed nature of the class between teachers who
self-identified as language speakers and those who did not as the review of the responses
below will show.
These results contribute to an understanding of teachers’ understanding of L2
motivation and raised further questions about the role of motivation in SLA and how
teachers, their students, and the public can benefit from that. Limitations of the study and
suggestions for further research were identified.
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Quantitative Methods in L2 Motivational Research
Ushioda (1994) said that early L2 motivation research utilized surveys and other
quantitative methods to be able to classify learner’s motivation as integrative based on
their social attitudes. This could be helpful where there is such a composite construct
such as integrative motivation which could be quantified by survey instrument.
Consequently the mixed methods approach was chosen and in the quantitative method as
set out in the survey instrument provides a reliable and valid instrument for comparison
of teachers’ perceptions as they compare with the well-established construct of
integrative motive.
Other researchers including Dornier and Taguchi have also used surveys much
like that developed by Robert Gardner in his Attitude Motivation Test Battery.
Notwithstanding that there are those “subtle differences” that Ushioda refers to there are
nonetheless established constructs which can be surveyed for and correlated as predictors
of L2 success. This has been described as research on a “macro level” as opposed to a
micro level. That is, there are constructs that are generalizable. Ushioda addresses this
when she and Dornier advocate for the addition of qualitative research in applied
linguistics research.
Qualitative Methods in L2 Motivational Research
As noted above, Dörnyei (2011), speaking of a mixed-methods study
methodology, argued that the quantitative framework is necessarily limiting in regard to
this dynamic construct, speaking of L2 motivation (p. 240). Dörnyei’s (2011) mentioned
Ushioda (1994) and noted that quantitative research alone could overlook the subtle
differences in how individual learners prioritize future goals as such in their overall
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motivational rationales, and the learner needs to be considered from a more dynamic
systems perspective (Dörnyei, 2011, p. 248).
Those subtle differences reflect the growing understanding of the person in
context, what Ushioda is referring to as the micro level above. It is recognition of the
person, as an individual, situationally. Duff (2007) recognized that in applied linguistics
researchers were employing more qualitative aspects:
Many current L2 researchers influenced by postmodernism,
poststructuralism, and critical theory (Norton, 2000) would argue for the
importance of looking beyond just the linguistic details of the learner’s or
speaker’s competence or production and beyond the traditional categories
and dichotomies that researchers use. They might focus on the interview
content as opposed to linguistic dimensions…. (p. 17)
Qualitative research can be more holistic and can consider people part of their
own complex, dynamic system, emerging from that system as the following quote
demonstrates. Dörnyei (2001b), speaking to the issue of qualitative approaches, said:
these approaches can demonstrate how key L2 motivational theories “are
reflected in actual people’s lives; what patterns emerge as a result of the
dynamic interplay of (a) motivational forces, (b) time and (c) personal
priorities; what other, thus far undetected or underrated, confounding
factors shape student motivation. (2001b, p. 254)
Recalling then, the discussion from part one of Chapter 2 regarding the diachronic
development of theories and SLA, the developing of and embracing of qualitative
research methods follows the trend of seeing learners as individuals in context,
situationally affected by the complex dynamic factors that are ever in flux. From Chapter
2, Part III, it is shown that motivational strategies are developed and utilized by
individual learners in the context of their own learning situation and that where there is
L2 motivation language learners are more likely to develop and use learner strategies.
Dörnyei (2011) was able to extrapolate a set of principles or strategies from across this
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literature and called it “the good enough motivator” (p. 134) to create conditions to
promote L2 motivation. The qualitative aspect of this study is designed, then, to gather
teachers’ perspectives regarding what they, as individuals in context, observe with their
students as individuals in context. As such qualitative research is the most appropriate
way to gather that information.
Nonexperimental, Exploratory, Interpretive Orientation
A mixed-methods design that combined both quantitative Likert-style questions in
the quantitative study and open-ended questions in the qualitative study was deemed most
appropriate. As such, the survey seeks to determine how those teachers construct their
meaning of L2 motivation and how that perception correlates to the well-established
constructs of L2 motivation as set out in the Attitude Motivation Test Battery of Robert
Gardner, and elucidated most recently in Gardner’s 2010 edition of his text, Motivation
and Second Language Acquisition: The Socio-Educational Model.
Open-ended response questions also were intended to elicit meaningful and
personally relevant responses, and provide unanticipated information.
The qualitative open-ended response questions revealed that there is a wide band
between authoritarian and authoritative teaching styles. Some teachers seemed to see a
very explicit order to their class-and also to their teaching-perhaps seeing language
learning as “linear.” A study analyzing liner teaching styles and liner delivery of
grammar rules, etc. vs. a more emergent and spontaneous class might prove very
informative.
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Phenomenological Influence
In both the quantitative and the qualitative aspect of the study, the perspective of
teachers of ESL with three or more years of teaching is sought in regard to both the
elements of the established composite construct of integrative motivation and as regards
the implementation of conditions and strategies from Dörnyei’s list of “the least a teacher
could do.” It is in both aspects of the study the participants perspective is sought.
Phenomenology as a research method “is a research method that attempts to understand
participants’ perspectives (italics mine) and views of social realities” (Leedy, 1997, p.
161). Therefore, in both its aspects, quantitative and qualitative, but particularly in the
qualitative aspect there is the awareness of the phenomenological influence upon the
participants as individuals situated in context. In a deeper sense, it is this that is being
studied because of the critical importance of an understanding of teachers’ perspectives in
regard to the essential role of motivation in L2 learning success.
Data Collection: Description of the Sample
Because of the nature of the study, qualities that are studied are dependent upon
teachers’ perspectives in their teaching settings; as such, rather than sampling a large
number of people and making generalizations, a small group of teachers from diverse
geographical areas within the United States who shared the similar context of being ESL
teachers with three or more years of experience was sought.
In an effort to understand the perspectives of this diverse group of teachers, a
random sampling of volunteers chosen from survey monkey’s vast target audience and
preselected only for the characteristic of being an ESL teacher with three or more years
of experience, was seen to produce the broadest range in such a small group of
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participants from various teacher training programs across the United States to determine
if those teachers had carried with them into their teaching practice or had developed in
their teaching practice perspectives regarding L2 motivation that were in line with the
established constructs of integrative motivation as established in the literature and
revalidated by different researchers, and further what that divergent group provided from
such diverse backgrounds and geographical locations in regard to the provision of
conditions and strategies for the promotion of L2 motivation.
In the end, 20 ESL teachers working in various educational institutions
participated in a two-part survey. The only question regarding any other characteristic
other than the preselection characteristic was whether or not those teachers self-identified
as a proficient speaker of a second-language or not. Of the group, 10 self-identified as a
speaker of a second-language, and 10 self-identified as a nonspeaker of a second
language. Their responses to both a quantitative and qualitative aspects of the research
are considered globally, then after are considered in light of their self-identification as a
proficient speaker or nonspeaker of a second-language. A consideration of the study is
whether those who have been successful in acquiring a second language have a different
perspective on motivation or on the conditions and strategies they create in their
classrooms for their language learning students. A major limitation to this study is that it
was not possible ESL teacher preparation programs that might have prepared some
participants differently in regard to programmed study of L2 motivation.
Data Collection: Instruments
In this study of the perspectives of ESL teachers with three or more years of
teaching experience, a descriptive record of their perspectives regarding L2 motivation
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and conditions and strategies they create for it in their classroom was gathered. The
rationale for this approach was the belief the quantitative data could be gathered and
compared with the established criteria of integrative motive and the qualitative data could
be gathered both to learn if teachers were providing conditions and strategies as set out in
Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments and in a richer way to find out just what they did to fulfill
that in their own individual classrooms. The process was open ended as the participants
were asked through open ended response questions to describe their experiences in
writing. The rationale for this approach was the belief that open ended questions would
allow for diversity of responses and at the same time focus the responses on issues and
elements particular to L2 motivation and to the conditions and strategies teachers
provided from the list of those found to be the core of Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments.
The questions were intentionally predetermined yet open ended so the participants
would respond to the set of criteria as established by Dörnyei’s for the creation of
conditions and strategies for L2 motivation, and further to provide the opportunity to give
their own insights and experiences regarding how they did so.
The statistical data contained within the quantitative aspect was analyzed with the
help of Survey Monkey’s statistical analysis software and a content analysis was
conducted on the qualitative data in regard to which of the 10 elements in the 10
Commandments list were provided for in the classroom. Further comments were included
that were specific to just how teachers did that.
The goal of the Likert-style survey questions was to elicit responses that were
meaningful in comparison with the established criterion of the L2 motivational construct.
The goal of the open-ended questions was to elicit responses relevant to the topic of the
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provision of conditions and strategies for L2 motivation and to further provide
information that might not have been anticipated.
The instruments are set out in their full form in the Appendices.
Data Collection: Process
As the survey was taken online through the Survey Monkey’s target audience
apparatus, statistical data were determined according to the researcher’s preset
qualification utilizing SM’s sophisticated analytical software.
In regard to the quantitative study, the composite construct of integrative motive
contains three major constructs, integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation,
and motivation; these three working together form the “integrative motive.” Each of these
constructs is composed of a set of subconstructs and each of these subconstructs is tested
by two different questions in different locations in the survey instrument itself following
the model as set forth by Gardner (1985) in his Attitude Motivation Test Battery. The
Survey Instrument is included in Appendix A.
The Survey Monkey analytical software analyzed responses to a six-degree Likert
scale ranging from strongly disagree, moderately disagree, disagree, agree, moderately
agree, and strongly agree. The data were analyzed several different ways.
First, responses were analyzed in terms of the choice made by the participant on
each of the 24 survey questions. Then, the subcomponent pairs and triplets were
regrouped and compared and each subgroup was tallied as a whole. Next, the three
composite constructs were compared against each other. Survey Monkey provides its text
analysis feature to analyze responses to the open-ended questions in the qualitative
section. The text analysis features allow examination for recurring themes, key words,
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and phrases, and patterns. Individual responses were also analyzed by the researcher for
their unique and rich contribution to the interpretation of the comparison and fulfillment
of criteria listed as the “10 Commandments.” For this reason, the testing sample was kept
small.
Validity and Reliability Measures
To establish validity and reliability it was necessary to establish Gardner’s
integrative motive as a valid criterion for testing for L2 motivation. It was necessary to
establish that the composite construct had been affirmed in decades of use by Gardner
and his associates and further reaffirmed and subsumed in other research by other
researchers some of whom nonetheless disagreed the with other theoretical issues with
Gardner or, where they reconceptualized integration, nonetheless reaffirmed the
integrative motive as valid for testing or L2 motivation and this is been well-established
throughout the study.
To further establish validity and reliability, while the survey was limited to
Survey Monkey’s target audience as represented by the population in the sample in the
United States, the underlying construct of integrative motive has been shown to be
validated across different teaching contexts such as English as a second language,
English as a foreign language, and foreign language learning (Gardner, 2010).
Further, to enhance validity and reliability, the construct of integrative motivation
was reaffirmed in differing geographical and cultural contexts as well as evidenced by the
studies of Dornier, Ushioda, and Taguchi et al. cited above.
Having been established as a valid construct, Gardner (2010) explained the
validation of the measure itself in his text:
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… The actual trigger for his new model was provided by the results of the
study, in the study a variable that was originally identified this
integrativeness played a principal role in determining the extent of a
learner’s overall motivational disposition. Upon considering the
theoretical implications of the results, Dörnyei decided that this factor
actually tapped into a broader dimension, the learners “ideal L2 self” and
thus the link was created with the L2 motivation and future self guides.
(pp. 85–86)
Dörnyei (2010) further reaffirm the construct citing the Taguchi et al. (2009) study that
was conducted on three continents in three very different cultural contexts:
…all the findings reported in the literature to date provide confirmation
for Dörnyei’s theory. The studies which specifically tested the relationship
between integrativeness and the ideal L2 self produced an average
correlation of well over 0.50 between the two variables across the various
subsamples, leaving no doubt that the two concepts are closely related.
(p. 87)
The study as such maintained Gardner’s survey question structure and
subcomponents and components to continue that validity and reliability in this context.
The questions as set out in the survey instrument are included in Chapter 4 and again in
Appendix A.
Further, to increase validity, and in regard to the qualitative research, strategies
for language learning and strategies for L2 motivation were explored at length in Chapter
2. At the end of Chapter 2, Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments were cited as an extrapolation,
a “boiling down” of the core of the strategies representative of the strategies presented in
the differing research. Beyond that, those 10 strategies that Dörnyei listed were also
referred to as the “least a teacher could do” to provide conditions and strategies to
promote L2 motivation. It was decided that these 10 items, the least that could be done to
protect and promote and create conditions for L2 motivation should be used. The openended questions are set out in Chapter 4 and again in Appendix B.
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To further enhance reliability, the sample of the study was preselected for
teachers with three years of experience teaching ESL.
Finally, to establish reliability, Survey Monkey’s analytical software was utilized
and the reports are at included in Chapter 4 results.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction
This chapter presents an analysis of the research data gathered in the two parts of
the survey instrument from 20 ESL teachers who have at least three years teaching
experience in the field. It begins with background information about the research process
and covers the following: the research questions, the research methodology, the research
subjects and their demographics, the quantitative Likert-scale component questions, the
qualitative component open-ended questions, and the data collection process. Next, the
subjects’ responses are presented in a way that permits analysis of the quantitative
responses grouping regarding the subconstructs, and then grouping the subconstructs
according to the composite construct with an analysis and comparison of the mean (M) of
each individual construct, the subconstructs, and the composite construct to arrive at the
relative importance experienced teachers place on these constructs individually and as an
aggregate. Also, the subjects’ open-ended responses are presented in a way that facilitates
the answering of the research questions with answers to the open-ended response
questions and the themes emerging from the quantitative data in the Likert scale
questions and from the qualitative data in the open-ended questions are presented in the
section that follows. A discussion of these results follows in Chapter 5.
Research Questions
This study examines the perceptions of ESL teachers with at least three years
teaching in the field and is specifically focused on their perceptions regarding the
attitudes and motivation of their students in the survey questions that are structured to
determine these teachers’ perceptions as correlated with the constructs of the integrative
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motive as it has been validated to test for L2 motivation such as to decrease variability in
student success in language learning. Research Questions 1 and 2 are designed to capture
these responses.
The study asked teachers to thoughtfully consider their responses regarding their
perceptions of students’ attitudes and motivation in their classrooms in the quantitative
study and also asks teachers their sense of value and what their specific actions were, if
any, about creating certain conditions and strategies to protect, promote, and enhance L2
motivation and whether they provide those conditions and strategies and exactly what
they do to provide those. These responses are sought in open-ended questions in the
qualitative part of the survey. Research Questions 3 and 4 are designed to capture these
responses.
The research questions are as follows:
1. How important to student language learning success (proficiency) do
experienced ESL teachers consider motivation to be?
2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’ motivation to learn a
second language and how do these perceptions compare with the constructs of
the integrative motive, an established construct for testing the presence of L2
motivation?
3. What strategies do the surveyed teachers use, if any, to support L2 motivation
development?
4. What conditions in the surveyed teachers’ classrooms promote L2 motivation?
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Methodology
Both the nature of these research questions and the aims of this research topic are
suitable and appropriate for a nonexperimental quantitative approach, and an exploratory
and interpretive qualitative approach. In an effort to examine the perceptions of ESL
teachers and portray the complexity of the teaching situation as it relates to the unique
provision of conditions and strategies promoting L2 motivation through their individual
perspectives, a phenomenological approach was adopted whereby a small, randomly
selected group of ESL teachers with three years of teaching experience in the field took
part in a two-part study. The quantitative component of 24 Likert scale questions
regarded the integrative motive, a composite construct correlated to be reliable and valid
for testing for the presence of sufficient L2 motivation. The qualitative component
consists of open-ended questions where responses were sought regarding the unique
provision of conditions and strategies for protecting, promoting, and enhancing L2
motivation. Specific focus was put on recognizing the relative importance of individual’s
perceptions and interpretations and on discovering meaning as the participants interpreted
it.
Interview Guides
The subjects were asked to describe their perceptions on a six-point Likert scale
and in open-ended questions regarding their students’ L2 motivation, and regarding the
provision of conditions and strategies for promoting their students’ L2 motivation. One
survey instrument consisting of two parts was administered with the Likert scale
quantitative component being designed to test perceptions against the established
composite construct of the integrative motive to establish a correlation of teacher
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perceptions with that established composite construct which has been proven to validly
and reliably test for the threshold L2 motivation to decrease variability in language
learner success. The open-ended question format was chosen to elicit diverse responses
and allow the researcher to capture unanticipated responses as well as compare and
consider the rich and varied means teachers use in their individual classrooms for the
provision of conditions and strategies to promote L2 motivation.
Two guides were constructed from possible questions and topics and can be found
in the Responses and Emerging Themes section below and in the Appendices. These
were utilized to ensure that relevant questions were asked in the differing formats to
answer the research questions as they followed established constructs for measuring L2
motivation according to teachers’ perceptions and also for measuring “the least a teacher
could do” to be a “good enough motivator” in the provision of conditions and strategies
to promote, protect, and enhance L2 motivation.
The responses to both sets of questions were analyzed for purposes of correlation,
to test for the perceptions of the presence of L2 motivation, conditions and strategies as
heretofore explained. Analysis was conducted through Survey Monkey’s statistical
analysis software for an analysis of the Likert style questions in the quantitative section to
arrive at the M of each construct individually, and also in their grouped subconstruct
form, and through the text analysis feature for an analysis of the open-ended questions in
the qualitative section.
Data Collection Process
As the survey’s quantitative component and open-ended questions were
responded to, the results were analyzed by Survey Monkey with analysis by SM’s
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analytical software. The aim of the research was to follow the lead established by
Gardner, Dörnyei, Taguchi, and Ushioda as heretofore set out by surveying according to
a Likert scale, and along the constructs of integrative motive. The open-ended questions
were analyzed for recurrent themes, keywords, and phrases and also for unique and rich
contributions by SM’s text analysis feature and by the researcher’s careful consideration
of those responses particularly in regard to how they correlated to the 10 items in the
open-ended question section. The preliminary coding was done by the researcher for the
quantitative statistical data by aligning the three questions designed as a group to test for
each subcomponent construct and by correlating each subconstruct. By correlating each
major construct against the major constructs of the integrative motive it was possible to
determine the M for the relative importance teachers gave each individual construct, and
each subconstruct of grouped constructs. That M was sought in an attempt to identify
teachers’ perceptions of the relative importance of the presence of certain attitudes in
their students as defined by the integrative motive and surveyed in the AMTB. The
underlying assumption was that L2 motivation is a well-established construct and it is a
“minimal” construct in the sense that no other variables as noted above are needed to test
even for different teaching situations and contexts and cultural context. These three
constructs are deemed sufficient to test for the presence of the threshold level of L2
motivation to decrease student variability in second language learning. That is, if the
teachers did not perceive those subconstructs to be important and they did not provide the
provision for conditions and strategies for L2 motivation then it would be of significant
interest and, possibly, the subject of a future study to provide for training that would
elaborate the essential critical nature of each of the constructs of L2 motivation as
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established in the Literature Review section of this study. Further, as Dörnyei said (2010)
the provision of these 10 conditions and strategies were enough to be a “good enough
motivator” (p. 134) of students to provide conditions and strategies for L2 motivation.
The question, in its essence, was to determine if teachers are doing the least that they
could do in this regard.
Responses and Emerging Themes—Quantitative Component
Following are the constructs of the integrative motive as the defined construct of
L2 motivation as it is broken down in the quantitative part of the survey, having been
adapted from the Attitude Motivation Test Battery which is designed to test for the
presence of the integrative motive, that aggregate construct determined to correlate with
gaining proficiency in the L2. There are three main component constructs;
integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning situation, and motivation. Each of these is
broken down into subconstructs. The component construct “integrativeness” has three
subconstructs, each consisting of three individual constructs. “Attitudes toward the
Learning Situation” has two subconstructs, each composed of three individual constructs,
and “Motivation” has three composite constructs, each composed of three individual
constructs.
Integrativeness is the first composite construct discussed being made up of the
integrative orientation (Questions 3, 9, 12), attitudes toward English-speaking people (14,
21, 25), and interest in foreign language (Questions 23, 20, 15). Robert Gardner (2010)
said of integrativeness:
This is a major construct of the Socio-Educational Model and
distinguishes it from most other models of second language acquisition. It
is defined as a desire, willingness, or affective ability to adopt features of
another cultural community and make them part of one’s own behavioral
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repertoire, and it is hypothesized that it can serve as an important
influence on the individual’s motivation to learn a second language. It is
conceived of as an affective characteristic of the individual, not a
cognitive one, varying from a complete lack of interest or affective ability
to learn a language to an extreme interest in learning the language and to
become at some level a member of the other language community. Of
course, the bulk of individuals learning a second language lies somewhere
between these two extremes. (p. 1140)
It is important to remember that the construct is based in desire, willingness, or
“affective ability” to adopt features of another open cultural community and make them
part of one’s own behavioral repertoire. It is also important to remember that the
language learner is intentionally changing their behavioral repertoire, and is interested in
becoming a member of another language community at least to the extent that the
behavior of speaking the second language is like members of that other cultural
community. It is also remembered that the construct considers the aspect of “cultural” as
an important aspect of the other community and includes the other community’s language
as well as all other aspects of the other community’s culture. Teachers’ perceptions
regarding the relative importance of these attitudes in their students were carefully
weighed. It is remembered also, that as stated earlier each of the constructs of each
subconstruct, and finally the aggregate construct, is important and critical to survey for
the presence of L2 motivation such as has been shown to correlate with the decrease in
student variability in gaining proficiency.
Integrativeness.
Integrative orientation. The “integrative orientation” is tested by a cluster of
three questions in the Survey Instrument (Appendix A), #s 3, 9, and 12.
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to be more at ease with people who speak English.
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9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to interact more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to better understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Attitudes toward English-speaking people. “Attitudes toward English-Speaking
People” is tested by a cluster of three questions, #s 14, 21, and 25.
14. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking
friends.
21. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very
sociable and kind.
25. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English
speakers.
Interest in foreign language. The cluster “Interest in Foreign Language” has
three questions: 23, 20, and 15.
23. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages
perfectly.
20. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
15. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
The second major construct is made up of “Attitudes toward the Learning
Situation” which is composed of the “English Teacher Evaluation” and the “English
Course Evaluation” constructs and has three questions in each subconstruct.
A. Attitudes toward the learning situation. The second major construct is made
up of “Attitudes toward the Learning Situation” which is composed of the “English
Teacher Evaluation” (Questions 5, 11, 18) and the “English Course Evaluation”
(Questions 7, 26, 13). Gardner (2010) said of this construct:
The socio-educational model recognizes that the learning situation is an
important element in learning a second language and considers the
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motivation to learn the language to be influenced by the learning context.
This includes the objective nature of the curriculum, the teacher, the
individual course, the views and regulations of the school authorities, the
materials, the time and importance of allotted to language instruction, and
the quality of instruction. In the model, it is assumed that all of these
factors have a potential influence on the individual but that it is the
student’s reaction that is of prime importance. (p. 119)
In the study of teachers’ perceptions of the attitudes important for their students to
become successful language learners, it is remembered that “all of these factors” are
important and that the student will have their own individual reaction to them, but that the
study is surveying for the relative importance of these attitudes as perceived by
experienced teachers in the field. The review of motivation literature above indicated that
teachers can provide conditions and strategies in these learning contexts to help L2
motivation to flourish, however there are some things such as the objective nature of the
curriculum or regulations of school authorities or the time available to be allotted to
language learning that may lie outside of the teacher’s control and yet impact negatively
students ability to learn the second language.
English teacher evaluation. “English Teacher Evaluation” has three questions, #s
5, 11, and 18.
5. My students should look forward to going to English class because their
English teacher is so good.
11. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their
other teachers.
18. My students should really like their English teacher.
The subconstruct “English Course Evaluation” is a construct made up of three
questions: 7, 26, and 13.
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English course evaluation.
7. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in
other classes.
26. My students should like their English class so much they look forward to
studying more English in the future.
13. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than
those of their other classes.
Motivation. The third major construct, Motivation, is made of up of three
subconstructs, “Motivational Intensity” (Questions 4, 10, 22), “Desire to Learn English”
(Questions 19, 16, 17), and “Attitudes toward Learning English” (Questions 24, 8, 6).
Gardner (2010) said in regard to motivation:
Motivation is a complex construct. A basic premise of the socioeducational model is that motivation and ability are the two primary
contributors to individual differences in second language achievement and
that the students’ level of motivation is supported by two affect-based
constructs, integrativeness and attitudes toward the learning situation.
Because of its complexity, motivation can be characterized and assessed in
many different ways but in the socio-educational model it was deemed
sufficient to focus on three aspects. These were “how much effort the
individual expends to learn the language,” “how much the individual
wants to learn the language,” and “how much the individual enjoys
learning the language.” (p. 121)
It is important to notice within the definition the connative aspects of motivation.
That is, that the individual characteristic correlated with second language learning
proficiency is effort that is modulated by want and enjoyment, that is conation and affect.
Gardner is specific in saying that motivation is not cognitive, while motivate oars maybe
cognitive, may be based in reason, instrumental orientation or even integrative
orientation. But here Gardner makes it plain that L2 motivation is effort that is driven by
desire and enjoyment, not a set or reasons or a sense of obligation. It is imperative that
this distinction be considered in any review of studies on motivation.
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Motivational intensity. The first subconstruct under Motivation is Motivational
Intensity and is tested by Questions 4, 10, and 22.
4. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they
see and hear.
10. When my students have a problem understanding something in their English
class, they should always ask the teacher for help.
22. My students should really work hard to learn English.
Desire to learn English. The second subconstruct under Motivation is “Desire to
Learn English” and is tested by Questions 19, 16, 17.
19. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
16. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
17. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Attitudes toward learning English. The third subconstruct under Motivation is
“Attitudes toward Learning English” and is made up of Questions 24, 8, and 6.
24. My students should really enjoy learning English.
8. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school
program.
6. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
It is recalled that L2 motivation is an aggregate construct that tests for attitudes.
That aggregate is made up of a group of composite constructs, each made up of two or
three subconstructs, and each of the subconstructs is made up of three individual
constructs where each has been found to be reliable and valid to test for the presence of
integrative motive that has a high correlation of success in gaining proficiency in SLA. It
is further recalled that extensive testing has found that these are the minimum yet
required constructs for testing the integrative motive. As such, for there to be “integrative

179

motive” all these constructs must be present in the attitudes tested, and the absence of any
one of these, even if a heavy preponderance of one or more others, still does not rise to
“integrative motive” such as to predict for a reduction in variability in SLA as explained
above and cited there from Gardner’s work. The following pages demonstrate the actual
responses of survey participants. See Table 1.

Table 1
Survey Subject Response of 20 ESL Teachers with More Than 3 Years of Experience
Part I. Question 2: Do you consider yourself a proficient second
language speaker? (Second language speakers are noted in bold.)
S1
No
S2
No
S3
No
S4
Yes
S5
No
S6
Yes
S7
No
S8
Yes
S9
Yes
S10
Yes
S11
Yes
S12
Yes
S13
No
S14
No
S15
Yes
S16
No
S17
No
S18
No
S19
Yes
S20
Yes
Survey participants who consider themselves
10
proficient second language speakers
Survey participants who do not consider themselves
10
proficient second language speakers
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Table 2 sets out the constructs, grouped as subconstructs, and as composite
constructs of the integrative motive and shows each subject’s response to each question
and also shows those subjects who are non–second language speakers as not bolded, and
those who are as bolded.

Table 2
Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26
INTEGRATIVE ORIENTATION
(Integrativeness, Attitudes toward English-Speaking People, Interest in Foreign Language)
Integrativeness
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to be more
at ease with people who speak English.
9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to interact
more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to better
understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q3
4 6 5 6
6 6
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
6
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q9
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
4
6
6
6
6
6
6
Q12
4 6 6 3
5 3
6
3 4 3
4
5
5
3
6
4
5
4
6
6
Attitudes toward English-Speaking People
14. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking friends.
21. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very sociable and kind.
25. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English speakers.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q14
3 6 5 3
6 3
6
4 4 5
4
4
4
3
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q21
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
3 3 4
4
4
5
3
5
4
3
4
5
6
Q25
4 6 5 1
3 3
4
3 3 3
3
3
6
3
3
3
1
3
5
5
Interest in Foreign Language
23. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages perfectly.
20. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
15. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q23
4 1 5 1
3 3
4
3 4 1
4
2
4
3
4
3
1
3
4
6
Q20
5 1 6 2
4 4
3
4 6 2
4
4
5
4
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q15
4 1 6 1
3 3
4
4 5 2
4
3
4
4
5
4
3
3
4
6
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Table 3 (cont.)
Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE LEARNING SITUATION
(English Teacher Evaluation, English Course Evaluation)
English Teacher Evaluation
5. My students should look forward to going to English class because their English teacher is so good.
11. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their other teachers.
18. My students should really like their English teacher.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q5
3 6 5 3
5 4
6
5 4 6
6
5
6
5
4
4
3
4
6
6
Q11
3 4 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 5
4
3
3
3
4
4
1
3
5
6
Q18
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
4 4 6
4
4
5
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
English Course Evaluation
7. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in other classes.
26. My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to studying more English in the
future.
13. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than those of their other
classes.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q7
5 6 3 3
4 3
4
2 2 3
3
4
6
3
3
3
2
4
6
6
Q26
4 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 5 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q13
3 6 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 4
5
3
5
3
5
3
1
3
6
6
MOTIVATION
(Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn English, Attitudes toward Learning English)
Motivational Intensity
4. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they see and hear.
10. When my students have a problem understanding something in their English class, they should always
ask the teacher for help.
22. My students should really work hard to learn English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q4
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 5
6
5
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q10
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
6 3 1
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
6
6
Q22
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
5 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Desire to Learn English
19. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
16. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
17. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q19
5 6 6 2
6 3
6
3 4 4
4
4
6
3
6
3
3
4
6
6
Q16
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q17
5 6 6 1
6 3
6
4 5 5
4
4
6
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
Attitudes toward Learning English
24. My students should really enjoy learning English.
8. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school program.
6. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q24
4 6 6 2
6 6
6
4 5 6
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q8
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 4
5
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q6
4 6 5 4
6 4
6
5 4 4
6
6
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
1. Strongly Disagree. 2. Moderately Disagree. 3. Disagree. 4. Agree. 5. Moderately Agree. 6. Strongly
Agree.
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Figures 1–25 set out the question and its measurement of response in graph form.

Figure 1. Question 2.
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Figure 2. Question 3.
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Figure 3. Question 4.
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Figure 4. Question 5.
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Figure 5. Question 6.
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Figure 6. Question 7.
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Figure 7. Question 8.
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Figure 8. Question 9.
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Figure 9. Question 10.
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Figure 10. Question 11.
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Figure 11. Question 12.
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Figure 12. Question 13.
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Figure 13. Question 14.
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Figure 14. Question 15.
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Figure 15. Question 16.
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Figure 16. Question 17.
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Figure 17. Question 18.
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Figure 18. Question 19.
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Figure 19. Question 20.
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Figure 20. Question 21.
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Figure 21. Question 22.
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Figure 22. Question 23.
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Figure 23. Question 24.

205

Figure 24. Question 25.
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Figure 25. Question 26.

207

The M of the constructs as individual questions is set out in Table 3.

Table 4
M of Constructs
Construct
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

M
5.40
5.20
4.80
5.10
3.70
5.00
5.60
5.30
3.40
4.45
3.65
4.45
3.70
4.75
4.70
4.45
4.55
4.15
4.10
4.85
3.20
5.00
3.50
4.75
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The M of the composite constructs is set out in Table 4.

Table 5
M by Composite Construct
Integrative Orientation Composite Construct
Integrativeness Subconstruct
Construct
Mean
Average
3.
5.40
9.
5.60
12.
4.45
Average = 5.15
Attitudes toward English-Speaking People Subconstruct
14.
4.45
21.
4.10
25.
3.50
Average = 4.01
Interest in Foreign Languages Subconstruct
23.
3.20
20.
4.15
15.
3.70
Average = 3.68
Average of Composite Construct = 4.28
Attitudes toward the Learning Situation Composite Construct
English Teacher Evaluation
Construct
Mean
Average
5.
4.80
11.
3.40
18.
4.45
Average = 4.21
English Course Evaluation
7.
3.70
26.
4.75
13.
3.65
Average = 4.03
Average of Composite Construct = 4.12
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Table 6 (cont.)
M by Composite Construct
Motivation
Motivational Intensity
Construct
Mean
4.
5.20
10.
5.30
22.
4.85

Average

Average = 5.11
Desire to Learn English
19.
4.55
16.
4.75
17.
4.70
Average = 4.66
Attitude toward Learning English
24.
5.00
8.
5.00
6.
5.10
Average = 5.03
Average of Composite Construct = 4.93

While there are many ways the data could be analyzed, it was determined that
taking the mean (M) as a point of comparison was the most direct way to compare the
relative importance of each construct, subconstruct, and composite construct in the array
of the aggregate construct of integrative motive as it represents L2 motivation as set out
in this study.
Central to the study is a comparison of the M of the composite constructs, there
subconstructs, and the individual constructs, for determination of the relative importance
that the Subjects place on these constructs.
To arrive at the M, Survey Monkey’s analytical software analyzed all the
responses for each survey question and arrived at the M for each construct, subconstruct,
and composite construct. In Table 4 the constructs are grouped according to subconstruct
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by the survey questions which test for the construct, for example under the composite
construct of “integrative orientation” is the subconstruct of “integrativeness” surveyed by
Questions 3, 9, and 12 in the survey instrument. All 20 responses for each of these
questions were averaged for the M as they were for every question, subconstruct, and
composite construct in the survey. Each individual subjects’ answers to each construct is
set out in Figures 1–25.
The questions are grouped according to subconstruct as cited in Question 3, 9, and
12. The M of this group was arrived at by taking the M for question number three which
was 5.40, nine which was 5.60, and for question number 12, which was 4.45. The M for
this group then was 5.15, in fact the highest subconstruct of the study of all 20 subjects.
Arriving at the M of each construct, subconstruct, and composite construct in this
manner allows the researcher to weigh the relative value of the constructs.
In Table 4 the M of the composite construct “Integrative Orientation” was 4.28,
the M of the composite construct “Attitudes toward the Learning Situation” was 4.12, and
the M of the composite construct “Motivation” was 4.93, the highest composite construct
in the study.
From the data it is apparent which constructs the subjects perceived to be of
greater relative importance and those which they perceive to be of lesser relative
importance. In the extreme case of S2, and S10 (bold indicating S10 self-identifies as a
proficient speaker of a second language) it may appear that not only does S2 feel this
construct to be of lesser relative importance, the consistent “strongly disagree” scores in
this construct suggest that this particular teacher considers an “interest in foreign
languages” not only of lesser importance but actually detrimental and, if that is true, it
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can only be presumed that the teacher would not provide for, promote, or enhance any
motivational strategies for the promotion of L2 motivation for that particular construct.
We consider the seriousness of this in light of Gardner’s statement above that each and
every construct is essential for the integrative motive as the correlate for L2 learner
success.
As the study anticipated a correlation between the quantitative data of the
perceptions of relative importance of student attitudes in the language learning
classrooms as perceived by their teachers, the practices of teacher supporting their
perception was to be correlated by the qualitative data. Both quantitative and qualitative
data will be considered together to determine if perception affects practice in the
language learning classroom of the surveyed teachers.
A picture soon emerged in the analysis for the quantitative data but to understand
it clearly requires an understanding of the aggregate construct of integrative motive. It is
recalled that the integrative motive is an affective construct. Motivation is not a reason,
but it is effort that is driven by desire and enjoyment. Integrative orientation is a goal, a
reason for achieving an objective. While some persons learn a language because they
have a reason for doing so such as work or to pass a class, that is not L2 motivation as the
integrative motive expresses it. It is recalled that Gardner (2010) specifically said that a
reason is not a motive. Thus, integrative orientation, which can be successful, is
nonetheless not motivation as understood within the integrative motive. It is a reason.
Integrative motive and integrativeness require openness to another cultural
community to the extent of taking on the behavioral repertoire of that other community
for the purpose of engaging that other community. Taken with the desire and enjoyment
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component, that means one wishes to engage the other community not for the purpose of
a reason or a goal but because desire and enjoyment in doing so.
It is further recalled that language is a cultural component, and that the individual
traits that have been correlated with successful language learners include not only an
interest in the target language but interest in languages in general, and enjoyment of
language itself and this is contained within the construct “interest in foreign languages.”
This distinction is made within Gardner’s Attitude Motivation Test Battery which more
clearly draws a line in the language learners’ attitudes in regard to learning the target
language in this case, English, and other foreign languages. The survey instrument in this
study surveys for the presence of both interest in the target language and interest in
languages in general. Of course, the interest in the target language does not exclude an
instrumental orientation but it is to say that instrumental orientation alone is not
motivation.
This may seem to be a splitting of hairs but in the case where Gardner has
specifically said that every component must be present, then every hair must be in place.
How did the 20 ESL teachers as a group perceive the relative importance of the
attitudes of their students?
As regards the composite construct “Integrative Orientation” in Questions 3, 9,
and 12, yielded an M of 5.15. The questions are as follows:
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to be more at ease with people who speak English.
9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to interact more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to better understand and appreciate the English way of life.
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Gardner (2010) speaking of the construct of integrative orientation said in regard
to the scale:
To express a reason for learning English for the purpose of
communication with the English-speaking people to satisfy social as
opposed to purely instrumental objectives. The purpose of using the scale
is not to identify any one of the individual reasons, but rather to assess the
extent to which the social aspects of English communication are seen as
important to the individual. (p. 116)
The development of the integrative orientation is continued in the construct
“Attitudes toward English-Speaking People,” surveyed for by Questions 14, 21, and 25
which yielded an M for the subconstruct as 4.01.
Attitudes toward English-speaking people.
12. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking
friends.
21. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very
sociable and kind.
24. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English
speakers.
One of the lowest single construct scores in the entire survey was Question 25
which yielded an M of only 3.50, the second lowest single M in the entire survey. The
construct represented by Question 21 recognizes the need for openness toward the other
cultural community. Question 21 yielded a result of 4.10. Gardner (2010) says this is a
question that tests students’ attitudes toward the other community, their general feelings
about them, and an openness to them (p. 114). The M of the subconstruct “Attitude
toward English-Speaking People” was 4.01, the second lowest subconstruct M in the
entire survey instrument, suggesting that this attitude that Gardner is speaking of is not
perceived as one of the most important attitudes for English language learners to have.
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That opens the question, then, to a question of why the learner is learning English. If not
for an appreciation of the other community and a desire to speak the language for the
enjoyment, then it must be for a reason, a goal, or an objective which we recognize as not
being L2 motivation, but as instrumental orientation.
In fact, the other subconstruct under the composite construct integrative
orientation is “Interest in Foreign Languages” which had the lowest subconstruct M in the
survey.
What this may suggest is that in terms of the relative importance teachers place on
the attitudes necessary for their students to have to become successful language learners,
the integrative motive is less valued than the other two composite constructs. Also, these
answers were somewhat surprising in light of the construct of integrativeness. This may
suggest, without the second and third subconstruct of the composite construct value, that
the teachers may have seen this and read this aspect of the construct to be for
instrumental purposes, that is, instrumental orientation, as opposed to integrative
orientation which was Gardner’s original intention. That is, while the subjects seem to
feel that their students should be at ease with English speakers, to interact with them, the
teachers did not seem to value the active integrating of the student into the other culture,
did not seem to value or trust the English-speaking community or seem to have a sense
that their students should be enthusiastic about “joining” the other cultural community.”
It is recalled that Gardner recognized that one aspect of this composite construct was the
desire to interface with the other cultural community for the purpose of enjoyment and
thus requires a certain positive regard of the other community to do so.
The next subconstruct is “Interest in Foreign Languages.”
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Interest in foreign language.
22. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages
perfectly.
20. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
15. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
This composite construct yielded the lowest M for a composite construct in the
entire survey. Question 23 yielded an M of 3.20, Question 20 yielded 4.15, and Question
15 yielded 3.70. The M of the subconstruct “Interest in Foreign Languages” was 3.68. In
terms of relative importance of the individual constructs in the component constructs
“Interest in Foreign Languages” was seen as the least important in the array of relative
importance. What this may suggest is that teachers do not value languages overall or the
interest in foreign languages. When this is considered in light of Question 3 of
“Integrativeness” and other constructs which point to intensity of work in English itself, it
seems that there is an emphasis on learning English to the exclusion of valuing and
enjoying language learning for the purpose of the learning itself, or the interest in
learning of other languages for the purpose of the enjoyment of and the desire of learning
other languages. When this is correlated with the rich qualitative data in which teachers
set out the reasons and explanations which smack of an instrumental orientation, it seems
clear that teachers value the learning of English for instrumental as opposed to integrative
purposes. What it also shows is that teachers lack an understanding of the full panoply of
elements that make up L2 motivation were each of the constructs has been repeatedly
shown to be important to promote in language learning. What is more, in some cases
there is perhaps an active discouragement of interest in other languages as S2, or S10
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who gave every construct in the subconstruct the lowest possible score which was
“strongly disagree” (or S10, moderately disagree).
It is recalled that Gardner in addressing the subconstruct “Interest in Foreign
Languages” specifically united both culture and language in this set of questions. That is,
he recognized that a truly motivated individual, a truly integratively oriented individual
wants to have an approach to another cultural community and even take on the behavioral
repertoire in so far as the language is concerned and this is, at least, in part the “joining”
aspect Gardner was referring to is set out above.
The low M values demonstrate that a preponderance of the teachers disagreed
with the need to be open to the learning of other languages or interest in foreign
languages, or interested in building relationship with the community of English speakers.
Does that mean that these teachers do not recognize the full panoply of the integrative
motive because openness to the other community is one of the parts of the integrative
motive? What are we left with?
We are left with the one strongest component which is the ability to use the
language with other speakers. Could this be as an intention for integration? It seems not
likely because two of the three components required for the construct of “Integrative
Orientation” are underrepresented or outright disregarded or discouraged altogether. It is
recalled the Gardner said that any two of the three still do not rise to the level of the
construct, that all are necessary and that it is the interplay of all of these constructs
working together which creates the integrative motive as represented in the AMTB. What
this may suggest that this is that teachers lack training in their teacher preparation
programs to recognize and value all the constructs of the integrative motive, that there are
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attitudes which successful learners have toward language learning and all these are not
objective or goal driven. It does not seem that teachers are encouraging the enjoyment
and desire for the learning of language itself, or for the cultural approach, or an interest in
other or foreign cultures, but singularly have focused themselves upon the learning of
English and that for instrumental purposes. Again when this is considered with the
practices which flow from their perceptions it may become obvious that teachers are
emphasizing an instrumental orientation, a reason for learning English, to the disregard
and perhaps to the dismissal of other important aspects of the integrative motive.
As regards the composite construct “Attitudes toward the Learning Situation” this
composite construct consists of two subconstructs, “English Teacher Evaluation” and
“English Course Evaluation.” In regard to English Teacher Evaluation the construct Q5
received a mean of 4.80, Q11 yielded an M of 3.40, and Q18 yielded an M of 4.45. The M
of the subconstruct teacher evaluation was 4.21.
English teacher evaluation.
3. My students should look forward to going to English class because their
English teacher is so good.
9. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their
other teachers.
18. My students should really like their English teacher.
The subconstruct assessed how teachers felt students should perceive their
teacher. It is most interesting to consider the teachers responses in this area. Teachers are
in effect talking about themselves in this construct and it seems that there are two
different emphases in their answers. While it seems reasonable in Q5 and Q18 that
teachers feel and should feel that their students enjoy going to the English class, Q11 sets
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the teacher apart from all other teachers when it asks “my students should think that their
English teacher is better than any of their other teachers.” Perhaps it is out of a sense of
fairness or humility that the teachers rated this particular construct as low as they did.
Perhaps it suggests that teachers do not understand what Gardner had previously spoken
up when he spoke of the unique distinction of the language learning classroom as being
qualitatively different from all other content areas, and that the English teacher represents
the bridge to that other culture and language as represented in the integrative motive.
Perhaps it is the teacher’s having a sense of humility and in fact if those perceptions are
put to practice in their teaching practices, teachers may actually be denying their students
the opportunity to regard the language learning classroom in that qualitatively unique and
distinct way by minimizing the importance of their role and the role of their classroom in
the language learner’s life. Perhaps the issue deserves further study, however, when it
came to the use of the “better than” expression English teachers perhaps minimized their
role and as we see in the next subconstruct their class resulting in the lowest mean in the
entire survey of 3.40 for this construct. What this may suggest is that language teachers
do not realize their importance to their language learning students, and may not be able to
see it out of their own sense of “fairness.”
Did the subjects realize the importance of the language learning classroom as a
separate and qualitatively different content area class than all other classrooms and the
teacher also distinctly unique as the bridge to the approach of the other cultural
community? Without more research it is only speculative however it is nonetheless
suggestive. The subconstruct “English Course Evaluation” is made up of Q7 which
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yielded an M of 3.70, Q26 which yielded an M of 4.75, and Q13 which yielded an M of
3.65 for the overall subconstruct M of 4.03.
It is recalled again the Gardner focused on the interplay of the constructs.
English course evaluation.
7. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in
other classes.
26. My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to
studying more English in the future.
12. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than
those of their other classes.
Examining Q7 and Q13 together, these are comparison constructs which call upon
the teacher to make a “better than” assessment. Looking at the third construct, Q26, it is
not a comparative construct. Both Q7 and Q13 received very low M values and, like
“English Teacher Evaluation” above contained a comparative element. What this may
suggest is that the surveyed teachers were slow to consider their position or their class as
being more highly regarded or should be more highly regarded by the student. When the
comparative element was removed in regard to Q26 and Q18, the group gave a relatively
high M. Is it out of a sense of fairness or humility that the teachers are taking this view of
the classrooms and of themselves as opposed to or compared with other content area
teachers? Is it because they truly do not feel that their language learning students should
regard their classroom in such a language learning classroom in such a special way?
Either way, it may demonstrate a lack of knowledge on the part of the teachers in regard
to the unique and distinct place the language learning classroom and teacher play in the
life of the language learning student, that is, both the role of the teacher and the
classroom itself is a uniquely distinct qualitatively different classroom from all other
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content areas, because it is the interface for the cultural approach contained within the
integrative orientation which has been successively correlated with success in second
language acquisition.
Assessing the first two composite constructs, “Integrative Orientation” and
“Attitudes toward the Learning Situation” it seems that while teachers emphasize an
ability for the facile use of the English language they do not seem to hold in relatively
high regard other important aspects which would demonstrate they have an awareness of
L2 motivation as it is expressed within aggregate construct integrative motive. They do
not seem to understand the aggregate nature of the integrative motive. They do not seem
to perceive the language learning classroom as a unique and different cultural interface
and they do not seem to recognize the necessary attitudes on the part of their students
toward English-speaking people who wish to interface with another culture. Englishspeaking people do not seem to be held in high regard in the sense that teachers feel that
students should want to “join” them. Taken altogether, it seems to suggest a serious
deficit, particularly when it is considered in light of an emphasis on the interest in other
languages where “true interest” that stimulates the learner to engage in effortful activity
to learn because she simply wants to and enjoys doing so. It may be suggest therefore a
largely unintentional (though there may also be some intentional) accumulating number
of negatives which are resulting in the quashing of the L2 motive language learners need
(and many may have), and which should be promoted in the language learning classroom,
and may suggest that more research needs to be done.
Looking at the third composite construct “Motivation” it is seen that it is made up
of “Motivational Intensity” which yielded an M of 5.11, “Desire to Learn English,” which
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yielded an M of 4.66, and “Attitude toward Learning English” which yielded an M of
4.43, for an M of the composite construct of 4.73. The first subconstruct is “Motivational
Intensity.”
Motivational intensity.
4. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they
see and hear.
10. When my students have a problem understanding something they should
always ask the teacher for help.
22. My students should really work hard to learn English.
The composite construct “Motivation” received the highest overall M of 4.93.
This composite construct is focused on doing all the student can do effortfully to learn
English. When this is considered in light of the other constructs in this subconstruct as
well as other constructs and subconstructs in the entire survey it seems to contribute to
the suggestion that learning English, and learning English to the exclusion of other
foreign languages and cultures, serves an instrumental orientation as opposed to an
integrative orientation where the other necessary component constructs that lead to the
integrative motive are not present, or are demonstrably underrepresented or undervalued.
The other constructs in the subconstructs seem to suggest the same and this subconstruct
received the second highest M for subconstructs in the entire survey. The high level of
teachers attitudes regarding the need for students to “work hard,” problem solve, and seek
out solutions when it comes to English to the exclusion of the other construct elements,
seems only to reinforce the idea of instrumental orientation that teachers have toward the
learning of English and demonstrates their overall attitudes toward their role as the
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language learning teacher and the language learning classroom which they oversee. The
implications of this are far-reaching.
The second subconstruct under the composite construct “Motivation” is “Desire to
Learn English” and yielded the third highest M for subconstruct of 4.66.
Desire to learn English.
19. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
16. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
17. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Each of the constructs in the subconstruct “Desire to Learn English” scored above
4.5 as their M. There seems to be an express recognition that students should desire to
learn English. When the strength of the subconstruct is weighed against the weakness of
the subconstruct “Interest in Foreign Language” it becomes apparent that teachers
emphasis is on learning English and not on learning other languages or particularly
valuing other languages or cultures, even the English culture, because of the lack of
positive regard for two of the three constructs that make up integrative orientation in the
English culture specifically! That is very telling. Taken together with the other
components and especially in consideration of the relative unimportance of some
particular components as set out above, it seems to suggest that the subjects feel strongly
about English in terms of an instrumental motive. While the questions in the subconstruct
survey for a desire to learn English they do not survey for a reason for the desire as
opposed to desire itself but without the other elements present it seems that desire is
based in reason and thus is a goal and it has previously been established that a goal is not
motivation such as is correlated with language learner success.
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The third subconstruct in the composite construct “Motivation” is “Attitude
toward Learning English.” As a subconstruct it received an M of 4.93 high scores in all
three questions. Q8 received an M of and 5.00 and Q6 yielded an M of 5.10. As a
composite construct “Motivation” received the highest composite construct M on the
survey.
Attitudes toward Learning English.
22. My students should really enjoy learning English.
8. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school
program.
6. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible
“Attitudes toward Learning English” has the highest consistent construct scores of
any subconstruct in the overall composite construct of “Motivation,” but “Motivation”
received the highest composite construct of the three composite constructs surveyed. The
subtle implication here may be that what teachers perceive as motivation is in reality
instrumental orientation.
Throughout the examination of the critical constructs that are necessary to make
the full array of the integrative motive, it has been noted that many of those critical
constructs have been underrepresented, not represented, or even discouraged. At the same
time there has been a strong emphasis on the learning of English to the exclusion of other
languages, teachers seeming to perceive that their student should work hard on English
and problem solve on English, learn as much as they can in English, and seek out
teachers for the purpose of solving problems in English from the English language itself,
and this is the strongest relative perception on the test to the exclusion of and the
disregard of feeling that their students should have a desire for cultural interface even

224

with other English students, or with an interest in foreign languages or languages in
general. Taken altogether it seems that the study shows what was speculated, that is, that
what teachers may perceive motivation to be, that is, a goal driven objective based on a
reason to learn the language, is in fact not the motivation that has been correlated with the
individual traits shared by language learners in general, and that has been correlated with
that cluster of traits that leads to a decrease in variability in student success. Gardner
(2010) said about the distinction between the integrative motive and instrumental
orientation in the socio-educational model that:
It rejects the notion that the reasons for learning a second language, or that
the source of the motivation, as reflected in orientedness such as
integrative or instrumental or extrinsic or intrinsic, is important. Instead it
hypothesizes that motivation and ability are the primary determinants of
achievement, and that motivation has two foundations, one educational
and one cultural…it is a model of the role of individual difference
variables in the learning process. The major assumption is that
achievement in the second language is mediated by two relatively
independent variables, ability (language aptitude) and motivation, and
assumes that the motivation to learn a language is influenced by two
factors associated with two contexts, the educational and the
cultural….achievement is mediated through motivation. Thus in the
process of learning a second language, motivation is seen to develop
through the students reaction to the experience in the classroom and to the
ability to emotionally incorporate material foreign to his/her own culture,
as reflected in integrativeness. (p. 26)
It could be that teachers are operating with an idea of motivation that is vague and
nebulous, an undefined or ill-defined idea of motivation that is not research-based; an
intuitive idea of motivation that has not been correlated with those individual differences
correlated with language learner success. A secondary and potentially insidious issue is
that the insistence on that definition of motivation may in fact discourage the full
aggregate array of elements that make up the full integrative motive which has been
correlated with language learner success. Perhaps it is reasonable for teachers to think
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this way because it seems reasonable that this perception of motivation as instrumentally
driven is what we generally think of as motivation but it shows a lack in teacher
preparation programs, those which prepare language learner teachers specifically, for that
singular element which has been positively and repeatedly shown to be the critical
element for second language acquisition success and that element is not instrumental
orientation, it is not “motivation” as it is generally thought to be, it is L2 motivation as
expressed within the interplay of all the constructs of the integrative motive.
It further suggests that teachers have not received teacher preparation training that
informs them of the full panoply of necessary elements that correlate with success in
SLA, particularly as recognizing the language learner classroom as a unique and distinct
setting, qualitatively different from all other content areas as it acts as the interface, that
point of actual integration, for those language learners students who actually want to
integrate, that is, “join” the other the target community, at least to the extent of taking on
the behavioral repertoire of the language of the other language learning community, and
to do so not for the objective of a goal or reason, but because of the sheer desire and
enjoyment of speaking the other language, the individual trait correlated with success as a
characteristic of those language learners students who have demonstrated success in SLA.
The qualitative part of this survey examines teachers practices considered in light
of the general teacher perceptions as set out here in the quantitative study. These
quantitative perceptions may present a lens with which to analyze those practices,
however there may be other possibilities regarding perceptions that are embedded in
those practices.
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Responses and Emerging Themes—Qualitative Component
The qualitative part of the study is a set of open-ended questions, designed to
follow Zoltán Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments for L2 Motivation (2011, p. 134), and
adapted as discussed in the Methodology section above. Those 10 items are as follows:
1. Set a personal example with your own behavior.
2. Create a pleasant and relaxed atmosphere in the classroom.
3. Present the tasks properly.
4. Develop a good relationship with the learners.
5. Increase the learner’s linguistic self-confidence.
6. Make the language classes interesting.
7. Promote learner autonomy.
8. Personalize the learning process.
9. Increase the learner’s goal-orientedness.
10. Familiarize learners with the target language culture.
These 10 items were modified as appropriate, and Figures 26 and 27 display 10
questions based on them to survey for conditions and strategies teachers employ for L2
motivation protection, promotion, and enhancement and are recognized within the field
as generally accepted as “the core set of conditions and strategies” necessary to be a
“good enough motivator” (Dörnyei, 2011, p. 134.)
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Figure 26. Open-ended questions 27–30.
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Figure 27. Open-ended questions 31–36.
Subjects generally responded with Important, Very Important, or Not Important in
some way as indicated above, to the 10 open-ended questions 27–36. Then, the Subjects
gave a written response about how they provided the condition or strategy asked about in
the question.

229

Dörnyei (2011) reports that two thirds of the motivation issues in the
motivation/demotivation studies are “teacher owned” (p. 141) and that there are certain
broad categories in which students report dissatisfaction including dissatisfaction with
grading and assignments, the teacher being bored, boring, unorganized and unprepared,
the dislike of the subject area, the inferior organization of the teaching material, and the
teacher being unapproachable, self-centered, biased, condescending and insulting.
Rebecca Oxford (1998) noted four broad areas including the following:
1. the teacher’s personal relationship with the students, a lack of caring, general
belligerence, hypercriticism, and patronage/favoritism;
2. the teacher’s attitude toward the course or the material, including lack of
enthusiasm, sloppy management, and closed mindedness;
3. style conflicts between teachers and students, including multiple style
conflicts, conflicts about the amount of structure or detail in complex about
the degree of closure or “seriousness” of the class; and
4. the nature of the classroom activities, including irrelevance, overload and
repetitiveness. (p. 86)
Oxford (1998, p. 86) noted these three types of teacher styles including the
autocratic approach which puts total power in the hands of the teacher and demonstrates
large social distance, the democratic/participatory approach, which entails the sharing of
power, responsibility and decision-making between teacher and students, and the laissezfaire approach, which minimizes the teacher’s authority and involvement in decisionmaking (p. 86). In short, too much or too little control by the teacher was perceived to
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negatively impact students feelings of self-efficacy and sense of control and thus
appropriate teachers behaviors are a powerful motivational tool.
Chambers (1993), in discussing what motivates and demotivates students, said
that 14% of the modern language component of the curriculum is considered by students
as “not essential,” or a “waste of time,” whereas 50% of the students report that they do
not enjoy language learning and that this not only does not build up motivation, it
actually demotivates students (p. 13-16). Among the reasons students give for feeling
demotivated are that their teachers go on without realizing that they have already lost all
the students, not giving clear enough instructions, using inferior equipment as for
listening tasks, not explaining things efficiently, criticizing students, shouting at students
when they don't understand, and using old-fashioned teaching materials. Chambers
makes the point that teachers’ conditions and strategies are critical to student motivation.
Using Survey Monkey’s text analysis features, some of the issues raised in
Chambers study were analyzed. The richness of the qualitative data is included following
each of the teacher response areas with comments regarding whether reported teacher
behaviors aligned with those conditions as reported by Chambers and by Dörnyei as
being the core set of conditions and strategies with consideration of the above features of
conditions and strategies. Also, a consideration of individual subjects perceptions of L2
motivation in light of their responses to the core strategies and conditions necessary for
the provision of a classroom that promotes L2 motivation was considered. Beyond this, a
consideration of the similarities and differences between those teachers who are who
consider themselves a second-language speaker and those teachers who do not were
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considered in light of their perceptions of L2 motivation and the provisions of conditions
and strategies for the protection, promotion, and enhancement of L2 motivation.
The issues emerging from the quantitative data provide certain lenses to view the
qualitative data as well. There seem to be four primary emerging issues:
1. Teachers do not seem to know the full array of constructs that make up the
aggregate construct of integrative motive.
2. Teachers may be emphasizing an instrumental orientation instead of or even
over (if they recognize it exists at all) L2 motivation as it is expressed within
the integrative motive. (It is recalled that neither instrumental orientation nor
integrative orientation are in fact, “integrative motive.”) That teachers may be
doing this in a number of ways including an overfocus on goals and objectives
without a balance of cultivating “interest” and “desire” for language learning
as an object in its own right, and also on an overfocus on English to the
exclusion of an appreciation of other language learning.
3. Interest in languages and other culture groups may not be emphasized at all, or
may be underemphasized and may be underrepresented in the quantitative
responses.
4. In an attempt to be fair, and further to operate in the best interest of their
students, uninformed yet well-intentioned teachers may be depriving their
students of the “culturally different” context of the language learning
classroom, distinct and unique from all other content classrooms.
Informed by the analysis of the quantitative section of the survey, and also by the
motivational and demotivational studies cited above, and with a consideration of the
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emerging issues, teachers’ responses to the open-ended questions are set out below and
findings are noted in the qualitative review section of Chapter 5.
Table 5 contains examples of subject responses taken as written from the openended questions.

Table 7
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q.27. How important is it for you to set a personal example with your behavior as a
teacher? What do you do to show that “personal example”?
Subject
Answer
S4
It is very important to set a good example is a teacher no matter what the
subject. I desire to be a person of integrity, a strong positive moral standards,
of kindness and compassion. I try to be the same person, to have an equal
attitude (as much as humanly possible) towards all students.
S8
very important. I model personal integrity, honesty… I take an interest in their
native language and continually learn more from them is a teach them
English.
S10
very important. Showing my students an example of a happy, contented,
professional adult is very important.
S15
my personal example sets the tone in the classroom. If I model openness my
students will be more open. If I protect and respect others, they will too.
S17
very important. They need an example to follow and I show it with my own
behavior.
S20
Very important. I show them my thinking process, I want them to use this
example as I think my way through language situations and problems. I want
the students to learn the schema and background, not only grammar.
S19
This is critical. Everything starts with the tone the teacher sets in every class. I
show respect for English and students at the same time. I love languages and
it shows!
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Table 8 (cont.)
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q.28. How important is it to increase the learner’s goal orientedness? What do you
do to do that?
S5
Student needs to realize how important to the lives, is the goals of being
completely oriented in their field of study. Instructor must help the student to
understand how the course effects both their future education and expertise in
the workplace.
S4
It is important to establish the learner’s goal first. Is it reasonable? Is it
attainable? Is it essential? First, I want to establish relationship with the
student.
S1
Encouragement. Fun.
S6
very important. Ask a lot of questions, and I mean “a lot”!
S11
help set incremental goals
S12
important. I show them a chart which indicates where various majors can
lead. I also bring to their attention the salary discrepancy that exists.
S17
I show pictures of different job opportunities. That’s the only way they are
going to get ahead. Every child will not be a NBA star that is unrealistic but
it’s what every kid at my school thinks he will be
S8
Very Important. Role playing various life situations helps students become
proficient and confident in the use of English. They aspire to new goals
because of these activities.
Q29. How important is it to increase your students’ linguistic self-confidence? What
do you do to do that?
S10
very important—through academic conversations
S8
very important giving students opportunities in the real world to uses English
with natural English speakers under controlled circumstances help students
become more confident
S5
it is very important that every student become confident is linguistic skills.
Again, the instructor must emphasize the importance the current course they
are taking and it’s effect on future scholastic training and knowledge in the
workplace
S1
Practice. Fun activities.
S6
very important. Get them engaged in discussions on topics they are passionate
about like sports, food, travel, family… Whatever their interests are
S12
very important. They often know the grammar better than native speakers, but
they are hesitant to speak. Conversation in the safe Arena of the classroom is
important.
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Table 9 (cont.)
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q30. How important is it to create a pleasant, relaxed atmosphere in the classroom?
What do you do to do that?
S5
I do not think it is important to create a relaxed atmosphere in the classroom,
but it is critical to have a pleasant atmosphere to learn. Best way to do that is
to ensure the students that you want their best in the course will be helpful in
anyway if they come to you.
S8
very important. Learning takes place more efficiently in a relaxed atmosphere.
But taking a personal interest in my students, they become more willing to
trust me and try harder to achieve their goals without fear of embarrassment
or ridicule.
S4
it is very important to create an open, friendly environment for learning. We
play games, we make jokes, we chat about what we did on the weekend, we
act.
S1
no pressure, fun activities.
S11
have a variety of assignments
S12
very important. They are mostly first generation in college, so they bring
other models of what classrooms are with them. We do a name exercise at the
beginning of class as well as a a “scavenger hunt” for skills that have been
revealed.
S17
not very. That is a mistake to many teachers make. The student is there to
learn, not have arts and crafts or playtime. Language is important and serious
to their life or their parents wouldn’t have brought them here to learn English
in the first place.
Q31. How important is it to promote learner autonomy? What do you do to do that?
S6
not very important. We practice as a group and plan group activities.
S5
tell the student that autonomy is very important because they cannot always
trust answers from others when in the workplace they may be dependent upon
themselves only.
S4
it is very important to encourage students self-learning. I give assignments for
mini-presentations or assign the students to teach others grammar point or a
set of vocabulary. I direct them to “look it up for yourself.”
S10
very important… Scaffold until students can do tasks on their own
S8
very important. Various activities encourage students to interact throughout
their day with English speakers. Self-report is a viable way to discuss their
progress.
S12
Very important. We do group work where they can help teach each other.
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Table 10 (cont.)
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q32. How important is it to present the tasks properly? What do you do to do that?
S8
very important. I have had many years of teaching (over 25) amount lesson
preparation and teaching methods changes necessary to meet the various goals
of individual students. Individualized education is one of the few ways we can
accelerate learning.
S6
important. I try and explain tasks from several different angles.
S5
critical. May sure the student understand his/her responsibility and what
exactly is expected of them
S10
important… Directions on each sheet, as well as on the board.
S11
extremely important; breakdown work into chunks for learning
S12
important. I use recursive learning, so the tasks are presented in different
ways.
S4
It is important to explain a task clearly so that students don’t get frustrated
with it, yet leaving it open allows creativity and their own interpretation. You
never know what serendipitous results may occur.
Q33. How important is it to familiarize your learners with the target language
culture? What do you do to do that?
S8
very important! Teachers cannot be successful without fluency in the
students’ language and without a true understanding of that culture. Getting
involved with students and their families or friends helps, as well as being
involved in the community of the learners.
S6
not important. Cultures are different in different countries, language may be
the same but that doesn’t unify cultures.
S5
Very. Against, learn as much about the student as you can and where they are
in the education process.
S1
somewhat. However it would not be possible for ESL teachers to learn the
language is of all the students they teach.
S4
I think it’s very important to address cultural points, but drill it. I think it’s
important to understand language in context. We listen to music, look at
pictures online, tell stories, read about authors and painters, etc. We may
bring in craft items, clothing or food from the culture to share with the class.
S12
important. We use ads for magazines and newspapers to learn the values
being transmitted along with the selling message.
S10
Somewhat important…Exposing them to the cultural aspects of English.
S11
Have native and non-native English speakers talk with each other.
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Table 11 (cont.)
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q34. How important is it to make the language classes interesting to your students?
What do you do to do that?
S8
very important. As stated above, I believe individualized instruction, tailored
to the students’ needs will make classes interesting and effective. I achieve
this with variety, rigorous planning and using everyday situations to make the
education realistic and relevant to the students.
S11
use many types of presentations
S12
important. They have filled out a sheet where they discuss their personal and
career goals and I refer to that information when it’s relevant. I also know
their class schedule
S4
it’s important but I won’t say “very” important to try to make the class
interesting. I say that because sometimes learning may just be tedious or
boring because not everyone is interested in everything at the same time.
Sometimes a grammar point or verb conjugation or vocab list just has to be
drilled and repeated. Sometimes we “hit a wall.” But we try to keep the
activities buried with music, skits, presentations, stories, small group/paired
activities, exercise etc.
S5
Very. Instructor must help the student understand that he\she will be better
equipped to face future education and career with it.
S6
Very important. They have to trust me t guide them so I value and guard that
trust.
Q35. How important is it to develop a good relationship with your students? What
do you do to do that?
S5
very, the better the relationship with the student the quicker the student will
learn and be open to questions and suggestions.
S4
it’s very important to develop a good relationship with students. If they can’t
confide in me, trust me, talk to me, I cannot help them as well. I want them to
believe that I care about them personally first of all, above the subject matter,
above whatever grade they get. I may write them an encouraging note, I put
happy stickers on their homework and tests. I smile at them and tell them how
glad I am to have the best students.
S8
very important. I am involved students, their families and their community.
S10
most important. Culture of respect and truly caring about their lives and
problems.
S11
let them know I will be available if they need help
S12
very important. They may not have many positive relationships with native
speakers. I tried to be friendly and open and has asked how their other classes
are going.
S6
Very important. They have to trust me t guide them so I value and guard that
trust.
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Table 12 (cont.)
Responses to Open-Ended Questions
Q36. How important is it to personalize the learning process? What do you do to do
that?
S12
very important. Most other educational systems are different from ours. I
learn names the first week (5 to 6 classes), and discuss how what they are
learning can be applied to their other coursework.
S8
very important. I keep repeating myself (probably because I didn’t read all the
questions before I started)… I believe in the principle of individualized
instruction. I teach according to each student’s individual goals and abilities.
S10
Somewhat important…find things they are interested in (usually as a class).
S4
it is important to recognize different learning styles and personalities in the
classroom and try to present the material in different ways, verbal, visual,
auditory, hands on.
S1
assess the needs of each student and give each student activities which match
their levels.
S6
very important each student is encouraged to bring reading material or other
items that interest them for translation and explanation.
S5
very. Try to help the student how it effects their everyday life and if they are
employed how it affects their future career.

Taking a lesson from Gardner, these responses are seen as the interplay of
practices. Certain themes emerge. For many teachers, they were particularly focused on
the need to create a fun environment, one the students enjoyed being in and at the other
extreme some teachers were very goal driven, providing an environment whose focus is
not the enjoyable or social aspect of the classroom but whose focus is the obtaining of the
goal of learning English for a specific future focus such as getting a job or going to
college. This points toward goal orientedness, a focus or reason for learning and not the
learning environment itself. The subjects seemed fairly clearly divided along those lines
as the response of S5 and S8 demonstrate in Q30. This becomes even clearer when the
question is asked specifically in Q28.
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Q28. How important is it to increase the learner’s goal oriented this? What
do you do to do that?
S5: Student needs to realize how important to the lives, is the goals of being
completely oriented in their field of study. Instructor must help the student to
understand how the course effects both their future education and expertise in
the workplace.
In addition to a sense that the language learning classroom should be pleasant and
fun for the students is also the need to bring topics of interest or allow students to find
topics of interest in the classroom. It is suggestive that language itself is not found to be
the topic of interest but that language is used to talk about things in which the students
are interested. This is a subtle but important difference and again suggests an
instrumental goal of the language that is, teachers and students are using the language for
the purpose of talking about something that they are interested in. Teachers do not seem
to be focused on arousing the interest in the learning of the language or in the learning of
culture itself and here perhaps is the closest parallel to the quantitative section, “Interest
in Foreign Languages” from the Integrative Orientation composite construct and “Desire
to Learn English” from the Motivation construct. The classroom focus is on other aspects
which relate to the enjoyment of language learning rather than for the pleasure of learning
the language itself. Again it may be suggestive of an intuitive sense that learning takes
place where students are motivated, in a pleasant atmosphere, and where topics are
interesting and relevant to the student. And while all these are important in the panoply of
L2 motivation, they are still not L2 motivation in that they are lacking that desire to learn
language for itself component. More than that, there seems to be a lack of the recognition
on the part of some teachers about the need for the language learning classroom to be that
place of cultural interface. On the part of others, however, as in S8 below, it seems very
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important. An inconsistency seems to exist in the delivery of the critical constructs of L2
motivation as well as the components necessary to be a “good enough motivator” as well,
as shown in the following example:
Q33. How important is it to familiarize your learners with the target
language culture? What do you do to do that?
S8: very important! Teachers cannot be successful without fluency in the
students’ language and without a true understanding of that culture. Getting
involved with students and their families or friends helps, as well as being
involved in the community of the learners.
S6: not important. Cultures are different in different countries, language may be
the same but that doesn’t unify cultures.
It may be that teachers are operating in an intuitive sense that the language
learning classroom should be pleasant and fun or at least enjoyable and interesting, but
this does not fully express the integrative motive, in the fullness of the constructs as
expressed therein, but what is that “true understanding of culture” that S8 talks about?
The inconsistency in teachers’ perceptions about this condition or strategy for their
classroom suggests an undeveloped idea of the need for cultural openness that truly
“integratively motivated” language learners need and seek out, out of their interest in the
other culture, that culture they want to “join” at least to the extent of taking on the
behavioral repertoire of speaking its language, at least to the point of wanting to speak the
language for interface with the other culture because they are interested in the other
language and culture for the enjoyment of it alone.
It is to be noted that this observation incorporates concepts that stretch across the
array of the aggregate construct, the “interplay,” as Gardner said above, of those
constructs, and thus requires an understanding of the aggregate nature of the integrative
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motive and the interplay of the parts as all these are present as characteristics for those
who share the traits of successful language learners.
Comparison of ESL Teachers
Tables 6–8 compare the responses on the survey between 10 non–second
language proficient teachers and 10 second language–proficient teachers.
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Table 13
Survey Subject Response for Non–Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
INTEGRATIVE ORIENTATION
(Integrativeness, Attitudes toward English-Speaking People, Interest in Foreign Language)
Integrativeness
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to be more
at ease with people who speak English.
9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to interact
more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to better
understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q3
4 6 5 6
6 6
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
6
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q9
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
4
6
6
6
6
6
6
Q12
4 6 6 3
5 3
6
3 4 3
4
5
5
3
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q3 = 4.5
Q9 = 5.1
Q12 = 4.4
M for subconstruct = 4.66
Attitudes toward English-Speaking People
14. I believe that my students should like to have many native English speaking friends.
21. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very sociable and kind.
25. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English speakers.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q14
3 6 5 3
6 3
6
4 4 5
4
4
4
3
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q21
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
3 3 4
4
4
5
3
5
4
3
4
5
6
Q25
4 6 5 1
3 3
4
3 3 3
3
3
6
3
3
3
1
3
5
5
Q14 = 4.0
Q21 = 4.0
Q25 = 3.5
M for subconstruct = 3.83
Interest in Foreign Language
23. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages perfectly.
20. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
15. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q23
4 1 5 1
3 3
4
3 4 1
4
2
4
3
4
3
1
3
4
6
Q20
5 1 6 2
4 4
3
4 6 2
4
4
5
4
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q15
4 1 6 1
3 3
4
4 5 2
4
3
4
4
5
4
3
3
4
6
Q23 = 3.1
Q20 = 3.5
Q15 = 3.3
M for subconstruct = 3.3
M for composite construct = 3.93
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Table 14 (cont.)
Survey Subject Response for Non–Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE LEARNING SITUATION
(English Teacher Evaluation, English Course Evaluation)
English Teacher Evaluation
5. My students should look forward to going to English class because their English teacher is so good.
11. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their other teachers.
18. My students should really like their English teacher.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q5
3 6 5 3
5 4
6
5 4 6
6
5
6
5
4
4
3
4
6
6
Q11
3 4 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 5
4
3
3
3
4
4
1
3
5
6
Q18
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
4 4 6
4
4
5
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q5 = 4.3
Q11 = 2.7
Q18 = 4.1
M for subconstruct = 3.70
English Course Evaluation
7. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in other classes.
26. My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to studying more English in the
future.
13. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than those of their other
classes.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q7
5 6 3 3
4 3
4
2 2 3
3
4
6
3
3
3
2
4
6
6
Q26
4 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 5 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q13
3 6 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 4
5
3
5
3
5
3
1
3
6
6
Q7 = 3.6
Q26 = 4.4
Q13 = 3.3
M for subconstruct = 3.76
M for composite construct = 3.73
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Table 15 (cont.)
Survey Subject Response for Non–Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
MOTIVATION
(Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn English, Attitudes toward Learning English)
Motivational Intensity
4. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they see and hear.
10. When my students have a problem understanding something in their English class, they should always
ask the teacher for help.
22. My students should really work hard to learn English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q4
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 5
6
5
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q10
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
6 3 1
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
6
6
Q22
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
5 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q4 = 4.8
Q10 = 5.3
Q22 = 4.8
M for subconstruct = 4.96
Desire to Learn English
19. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
16. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
17. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q19
5 6 6 2
6 3
6
3 4 4
4
4
6
3
6
3
3
4
6
6
Q16
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q17
5 6 6 1
6 3
6
4 5 5
4
4
6
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q19 = 4.4
Q16 = 4.6
Q17 = 4.6
M for subconstruct = 4.53
Attitudes toward Learning English
24. My students should really enjoy learning English.
8. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school program.
6. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q24
4 6 6 2
6 6
6
4 5 6
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q8
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 4
5
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q6
4 6 5 4
6 4
6
5 4 4
6
6
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q24 = 4.8
Q8 = 4.8
Q6 = 4.7
M for subconstruct = 4.76
M for this composite construct = 4.75
1. Strongly Disagree. 2. Moderately Disagree. 3. Disagree. 4. Agree. 5. Moderately Agree. 6. Strongly
Agree.
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Table 16
Survey Subject Response for Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
INTEGRATIVE ORIENTATION
(Integrativeness, Attitudes toward English-Speaking People, Interest in Foreign Language)
Integrativeness
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to be more
at ease with people who speak English.
9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to interact
more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to better
understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q3
4 6 5 6
6 6
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
6
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q9
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
4
6
6
6
6
6
6
Q12
4 6 6 3
5 3
6
3 4 3
4
5
5
3
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q3 = 6.2
Q9 = 6.1
Q12 = 4.2
M for subconstruct = 5.5
Attitudes toward English-Speaking People
14. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking friends.
21. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very sociable kind.
25. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English speakers.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q14
3 6 5 3
6 3
6
4 4 5
4
4
4
3
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q21
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
3 3 4
4
4
5
3
5
4
3
4
5
6
Q25
4 6 5 1
3 3
4
3 3 3
3
3
6
3
3
3
1
3
5
5
Q14 = 4.9
Q21 = 4.2
Q25 = 3.5
M for subconstruct = 4.2
Interest in Foreign Language
23. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages perfectly.
20. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
15. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q23
4 1 5 1
3 3
4
3 4 1
4
2
4
3
4
3
1
3
4
6
Q20
5 1 6 2
4 4
3
4 6 2
4
4
5
4
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q15
4 1 6 1
3 3
4
4 5 2
4
3
4
4
5
4
3
3
4
6
Q23 = 3.5
Q20 = 4.8
Q15 = 4.0
M for subconstruct = 4.1
M for composite construct = 4.6
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Table 17 (cont.)
Survey Subject Response for Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE LEARNING SITUATION
(English Teacher Evaluation, English Course Evaluation)
English Teacher Evaluation
5. My students should look forward to going to English class because their English teacher is so good.
11. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their other teachers.
18. My students should really like their English teacher.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q5
3 6 5 3
5 4
6
5 4 6
6
5
6
5
4
4
3
4
6
6
Q11
3 4 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 5
4
3
3
3
4
4
1
3
5
6
Q18
5 6 6 1
4 3
4
4 4 6
4
4
5
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q5 = 5.4
Q11 = 3.8
Q18 = 4.8
M for subconstruct = 4.66
English Course Evaluation
7. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in other classes.
26. My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to studying more English in the
future.
13. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than those of their other
classes.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q7
5 6 3 3
4 3
4
2 2 3
3
4
6
3
3
3
2
4
6
6
Q26
4 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 5 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q13
3 6 5 1
4 3
3
3 1 4
5
3
5
3
5
3
1
3
6
6
Q7 = 3.9
Q26 = 4.9
Q13 = 4.0
M for subconstruct = 4.26
M for composite construct = 4.46
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Table 18 (cont.)
Survey Subject Response for Second Language Proficient Subjects.
Part I. Likert-Scale Responses for Questions (Q) 3–26 for 20 Subjects (S)
MOTIVATION
(Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn English, Attitudes toward Learning English)
Motivational Intensity
4. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they see and hear.
10. When my students have a problem understanding something in their English class, they should always
ask the teacher for help.
22. My students should really work hard to learn English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q4
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 5
6
5
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q10
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
6 3 1
5
6
6
6
5
6
6
6
6
6
Q22
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
5 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q4 = 5.6
Q10 = 5.3
Q22 = 4.9
M for subconstruct = 5.26
Desire to Learn English

19. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
16. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
17. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q19
5 6 6 2
6 3
6
3 4 4
4
4
6
3
6
3
3
4
6
6
Q16
5 6 6 2
6 4
6
4 4 4
4
4
6
4
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q17
5 6 6 1
6 3
6
4 5 5
4
4
6
3
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q19 = 4.8
Q16 = 4.8
Q17 = 4.8
M for subconstruct = 4.8
Attitudes toward Learning English
24. My students should really enjoy learning English.
8. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school program.
6. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q24
4 6 6 2
6 6
6
4 5 6
4
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q8
4 6 6 4
6 4
6
6 4 4
5
4
6
4
6
4
5
4
6
6
Q6
4 6 5 4
6 4
6
5 4 4
6
6
6
6
6
4
4
4
6
6
Q24 = 5.3
Q8 = 5.3
Q6 = 5.5
M for subconstruct = 5.36
M for this composite construct = 5.14
1. Strongly Disagree. 2. Moderately Disagree. 3. Disagree. 4. Agree. 5. Moderately Agree. 6. Strongly
Agree.
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Table 19
Comparison of Composite Constructs
Both 2LP and Non-2LP

LP

4.28

4.60

5.15
4.01
3.68
4.12
4.21
4.03
4.73
5.11
4.66
4.43

Non-2LP
Integrative Orientation Overall M
3.93
Integrativeness
4.66
Attitudes toward English-Speaking People
3.83
Interest in Foreign Language
3.3
Attitudes toward the Learning Situation Overall M
3.73
English Teacher Evaluation
3.70
English Course Evaluation
3.76
Motivation Overall M
3.93
Motivational Intensity
4.96
Desire to Learn English
4.53
Attitudes toward Learning English
4.76

5.50
4.2
4.1
4.46
4.66
4.26
5.14
5.26
4.80
5.36

Originally, the study conceived of comparing the responses of four second
language proficient speakers with those who self-identified as not being second language
proficient. Fortunately, 10 of the 20 subjects self-identified as proficient speakers of a
second-language, thus causing the study to be equally divided between proficient and
nonproficient second language speakers.
There was an assumption that L2 motivation should be and would be present in a
larger degree for those who had achieved proficiency in a second language and this was
sought to be tested. The other consideration was how this would affect teaching language
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learning students? Would these teachers teach differently from their non–second
language speaking counterparts?
Table 8 set out the M’s on the subconstructs and the composite constructs for
those 10 ESL teachers who self-identified as non–second language proficient. Table 7 set
out the Ms for those 10 ESL teachers who self-identified second language proficient.
Table 8 is a comparison of their scores with the overall scores contained within Table 4.
What is most remarkable is that in every single subconstruct and composite
construct within the instrument those who self-identified as second language proficient
scored higher and in some cases much higher than those who self-identified as non–
second language proficient. What this may suggest is that those who have had the
experience of learning a second language, who, it is assumed had sufficient L2
motivation to have learned the second language, have perceptions based in that
experience. With such remarkable results this singular issue may deserve more extensive
study.
Emerging themes presented themselves as the data were analyzed. Emerging
Theme #One was first indicated by S2 who, at first glance, may be thought to have
simply marked “Strongly Agree” as some survey respondents will do, as they desire to
move through a survey. However, in “Interest in Foreign Languages” the third
subconstruct of Integrativeness survey participant S2 marked all “1s,” the lowest possible
score. In the subconstruct “Attitudes toward Learning English” in the construct of
“Motivation” all the criteria were marked with a “4.” What this may indicate is an
internal validity to the test. The survey questions for the constructs were spread
throughout the instrument, the participant having no knowledge of the grouping, yet in
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these two cases, for example, the participant, here S2, showed a remarkable consistency
in scoring these elements. It seems it speaks to the validity, too, not only of the internal
organization of the instrument, but also to the validity of the construct and the instrument
overall.
Another emerging theme is presented here, and is evidenced in other constructs.
That is, that some elements are specifically denied the status in the ESL teacher’s
perception as being necessary for their student to have for the motivation to be successful
in learning the second language, as defined by the integrative motive, where, it is recalled,
each element is necessary and correlated with success in achieving the proficiency that
“decreases student variability” in L2 success. The theme that emerged may be that ESL
teachers may have a personal bias against seeing these constructs as a necessary “should”
for their students, and may, because of that bias, not be providing the conditions and
strategies or recognize that, despite their own biases, these elements are nonetheless
correlated with student success.
Could it be that ESL teachers can, at times, though meaning to be wellintentioned, be actually working against their own students? That is certainly a very
weighted question, and one that engenders much responsibility, but if the construct of IM
is valid in correlating for L2 success, this emerging them may suggest that teachers may
need further development in learning and accepting all the elements necessary as
correlated in many different instruments and for decades with L2 success.
Could it also be that ESL teachers see their job as helping their students learn
English, which of course it is, but is it also to help them love language, to be a “good
enough motivators” according to Dörnyei to help develop their students develop the full
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L2 motivation to learn? In short, could it mean that ESL teachers are operating in an
instrumental orientation rather than full L2 motivation? It is not instrumental orientation
that is the predictor of L2 success but it is L2 motivation as expressed within the
integrative motive, the essential component constructs of which can be protected and
enhanced, thus increasing the chance of L2 success in decreasing variability in student
success in achieving proficiency in the second language?
Another emerging theme, and similar to emerging theme #2, is the difference
between “the need for English and the love of learning foreign languages.” It seems that
the integrative motive considers that those who are most likely to gain proficiency not
only have a desire to learn English, they also have a desire or interest in other foreign
languages in general. This is an important difference, as it shows more than the
instrumental orientation of Emerging Theme #2, but also, the love, the enjoyment, of
learning language in general, and perhaps of language itself, in general.
A key emerging theme is, then, the difference between instrumental orientation
which is not L2 motivation, and the integrative motive itself, in its full aggregate form
and which includes this enjoyment of language, of learning not only for a specific reason,
but the love of learning a foreign language itself, and this may well be the most critical
difference of all to detect and nurture in language learning students. It will have
significant implications in terms of other issues brought up in the Literature Review, such
as the concept of “flow”; the blissful state that merges the cognitive, connative, and
affective domains in the effortful doing of a thing “for the pleasure of doing it” alone.
Emerging Theme #4 is about is about the similarity in the way that many subjects
responded to certain questions. That is, the large blocks of Ss are having the same
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reactions to the same groupings of the questions for the most part, and suggest that, as a
whole, ESL teachers share many attitudes. (See Table 9.)

Table 20
Example of Block Groups of Subjects
Integrativeness
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to be more
at ease with people who speak English.
9. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to interact
more easily with speakers of English.
12. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will allow them to better
understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Q
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20
Q3
4 6 5 6
6 6
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
6
6
4
3
4
6
6
Q9
5 6 6 5
6 4
6
5 5 6
6
6
6
4
6
6
6
6
6
6
Q12
4 6 6 3
5 3
6
3 4 3
4
5
5
3
6
4
5
4
6
6

Emerging Theme #4 is a notice of a trend within subconstructs, as in Q9 and Q12
above. Though they both test for the same subconstruct area, teachers consistently
respond to the two questions. They respond to Q9 much more positively than Q12, but
what is important to note is that there is general consistency in the responses. What does
it tell us? These data may be suggestive of an uninformed understanding of L2 motivation
among the general population of ESL teachers.
Responses and Emerging Themes: Qualitative Component
As set out in the Literature Review section, the open-ended questions are derived
from Zoltán Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments for L2 Motivation. As set out in the
Methodology section, recognition is given to qualitative research in the field of applied
linguistics, especially recognizing that there are some topics more suitable to exploration
with qualitative research. The following list of questions is aimed at understanding just
what teachers feel and do about intentionally providing for L2 motivation strategy
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support in their classrooms. As such, it is a rich opportunity to understand what teachers
do to support the conditions and strategies for L2 motivation.
Beyond that, it is a rich opportunity to correlate qualitative responses with
quantitative responses. The list of 10 questions is as follows:
1. How important is it for you to set a personal example with your behavior as a
teacher? What do you do to show that “personal example?”
2. How important is it to create a pleasant, relaxed atmosphere in the classroom?
What you do to do that?
3. How important is it to present tasks properly? What do you do to do that?
4. How important is it to develop a good relationship with your students? What
do you do to do that?
5. How important is it to increase your students’ linguistic self-confidence?
What do you do to do that?
6. How important is it to make language classes interesting to your students?
What do you do to do that?
7. How important is it to promote learner autonomy? What do you do to do that?
8. How important is it to personalize the learning process? What you do to do
that?
9. How important is it to increase the learners’ goal orientedness? What do you
do to do that?
10. How important is it to familiarize your learners with the target language
culture? What do you do to do that?
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Summary
For the purposes of this study it was necessary to establish an extensive history
that across the different theories of SLA, and throughout its history motivation has been
recognized to be essential for L2 success. It was also necessary to establish that
motivation was required to develop, learn, and implement strategies and conditions for
L2 success, and for preserving L2 motivation, a distinct “form” of motivation and unique
and essential to SLA.
It was also necessary to establish that the integrative motive is an unassailably
valid and reliable construct for measuring the presence of L2 motivation as it is correlated
in the aggregate construct for L2 proficiency and, thus, “decreasing variability in student
success” in language learning and, so, to increase proficiency in SLA.
That being done, the data may be suggestive that some elements necessary for that
“decrease” may not be present and/or may not be deemed essential for L2 success. The
heart of this study was the study of the “the critical constructs” of L2 motivation. Having,
therefore, established that each contained within the testing instrument was critical for the
long term process of SLA, a missing one, any missing one, represents a deficiency in L2
motivation. Perhaps, as in the case of S2, there may not have been the presence of the
critical constructs such as to demonstrate L2 motivation as contained within the
integrative motive; however there may have been sufficient motivation for “the
instrumental orientation.” If that is the case, ESL teachers must come to understand that
there is indeed a difference between L2 motivation and instrumental orientation is
defined in the literature review section above.
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Results
This study examined perceptions of the relative importance of attitudes of
language learning students regarding L2 motivation and conditions and strategies
provided by classroom teachers to promote it. The teachers were all ESL teachers with at
least three years of teaching experience. The research was positioned within the structure
of L2 motivation studies and posited the following four questions:
1. How important to student language learning success (proficiency) do
experienced ESL teachers consider motivation to be?
2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’ motivation to learn a
second language and how do these perceptions compare with the constructs of
the integrative motive, an established construct for testing the presence of L2
motivation?
3. What strategies do the surveyed teachers use, if any, to support L2 motivation
development?
4. What conditions in the surveyed teachers’ classrooms promote L2 motivation?
Themes emerged from these four questions. The first is that teachers may not be
aware of the constructs of L2 motivation, that is, that they may not be aware that
motivation to learn a second language has been definitively shown to be a distinct and
unique type of motivation and that it is essential for success in learning the L2. However,
quantitative responses taken with qualitative responses including the teacher’s own
classroom practices show that teachers have some sense of the need for motivation, that it
is important, as evidenced by their stated attempts to provide a relaxed and pleasant
atmosphere, accepting and noncritical, where students could bring reading and material
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of interest, but it seems likely that it does not fully correlate with all the constructs of the
integrative motive which have been shown to be important for L2 learner success.
A second emerging theme is that, in addition to the first emerging theme, wellintentioned teachers with their students’ best interest in mind may actually be “working
against their students” out the teacher’s own personal sense of fairness.
A third emerging theme, and incorporating many ideas of emerging themes 1 and
2 is that language teachers may not be aware of the unique and distinct nature of language
learning classrooms, as distinct from other content area classrooms, that they are
distinctly unique because of the cultural and psychological interface the language
learning classroom provides between language learning students and the culture and
language of the target language.
A fourth emerging theme is that teachers may be over emphasizing the role of the
instrumental orientation and lack balancing it with the “interest in foreign languages” or
an interest in learning languages “just for the love of it” as defined within this study as
“true interest.” This factor correlated with high language learning success. This emerging
theme may be both insidious and detrimental, as teachers operate “in the best interest of
their students” yet may not recognize that the love and enjoyment of language learning as
wanting to learn it, is distinct and as important or perhaps even more important than
learning it for goal driven instrumental purpose such as the need for learning it for a
reason such as getting a job or a pay increase.
To understand the perceptions of ESL teachers regarding the role of L2
motivation, 20 randomly selected teachers with at least three years of experience in the
field participated in a two-part survey. The quantitative part examined teachers’
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perceptions regarding certain attitudinal elements important to their students’ language
learning success. The qualitative part contained open-ended questions designed to give
teachers the opportunity to respond about conditions and strategies they provide in their
classrooms for the protection, promotion, and enhancement of L2 motivation. Part 2 of
the Survey answered Research Questions 1 and 2, while Part 3 of the Survey answered
Research Questions 3 and 4.
Survey Part II. Quantitative Likert-Scale Questions
Research Question 1. How important to student language learning success
(proficiency) do experienced ESL teachers consider motivation to be? This question was
aimed at getting to understand just how important the element of motivation was
considered to be by ESL teachers with at least three years teaching experience in the
field.
Turning to the quotes of Pit Corder, Robert Gardner, and Zoltán Dornier it is
established in the research that motivation is an essential, if not the essential, element for
being successful in learning a second language. As far back as 1967 Pit Corder said that
“given motivation, it is inevitable that a human being will learn a second language, if he
is exposed to the language data” (p. 164). Zoltán Dörnyei (2005I was equally decisive:
My personal experience is that 99 percent of language learners who really want to
learn a foreign language (i.e. who are really motivated) will be able to master a
reasonable working knowledge of it as a minimum, regardless of their language
aptitude. (p. 175)
Insofar as this paper is concerned with the integrative motive as it is expressed
through Gardner’s own socio-educational model, Gardner (2010) said, “The socioeducational model thus assumes that motivation is the major affective determinant of
achievement in the language” (p. 175).
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Research Question 1 was aimed at getting to an understanding of whether or not
experienced teachers had an understanding of the essential role of motivation. It was
designed to lead to Research Question 2 to determine if, for those teachers who did
recognize the essential nature of motivation, they also recognize that motivation is a welldefined construct within the field of SLA.
Returning to the first research question, the answer is that many of the teachers,
though not all, seemed to feel that motivation was important at least as it extends to
providing a pleasant or enjoyable classroom experience and they did so by explaining
their practices that led to a pleasant classroom experience and also by emphasizing goals
and objectives of the lesson with the goal of moving on to college and career. Teachers
did this in various ways but the role of motivation to learn the second language itself, or
the enjoyment and desire of learning the second language is not expressed by any of the
participants except S20. It seems then that for those teachers who had a sense of
motivation the “motivation” that was focused on was in fact, not motivation at all. It was
instrumental orientation. This suggests that the teachers did not seem to have a welldeveloped understanding of motivation and its central role to language learning itself as
defined by the integrative motive.
Research Question 2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’
motivation to learn a second language and how do these perceptions compare with the
constructs of the integrative motive, an established construct for testing the presence of
L2 motivation? Considering the critical nature of motivation in learning a second
language as set out extensively in this study, the obvious answer is that subjects of the
study, while they may have a vague or general idea of the need for motivation,
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specifically classroom motivation, seem to lack an understanding that L2 motivation is
distinct from “motivation” in a general sense or even from classroom motivation, and 19
of the 20 participants demonstrated a lack of understanding of the essential nature of
providing the full array of the critical constructs of motivation as represented in the
integrative motive, a construct extensively validated and tested, and revalidated in the
studies of other researchers.
Research Question 3. What strategies do the surveyed teachers use, if any, to
support L2 motivation development? There were some things that teachers did in a
positive sense about conditions and strategies for the promotion, protection, and
enhancement of L2 motivation in line with the core set of strategies that every teacher
should deliver, as elaborated by Dörnyei. Of the 20 teachers surveyed, 3 spoke to the
issue of interest, at least two of them said that they used reading and materials that the
students chose and for which the students had an interest. There were some ESL teachers
that spoke of developing a personal relationship with the students and using praise over
criticism. Some teachers spoke of the need for sequencing tasks appropriately and
building skills with checks for understanding to make sure that students are not left
behind, a strategy that shows that the teacher is not only interested in their success but is
present in the moment with the students.
In a negative sense, some important elements were not provided except by two of
the 20 teachers surveyed. The stimulation of personal interest by allowing students to
choose subjects to study books to read was an important element in stimulating interest
itself however no teacher provided statements regarding their own promotion of the
interest of language learning itself or of other cultures in general except S8 and S5.
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One teacher, surprisingly a speaker of a second language, specifically denied the
importance of openness to languages other than English and in all questions regarding
that construct responded with “strongly disagree” that students should have that interest.
The lack of provision for interest in the other cultures or languages in any expansive,
organized sense, suggests that teachers are not aware of this important element in the
construct of integrative motive, as it has been correlated to be one of those characteristics
demonstrated by successful language learners.
Teacher strategies seem to focus more on emphasizing goals and objectives,
future college and career and workplace benefits, and instrumental orientation, rather
than emphasizing the integrative orientation, the desire to integrate with members of the
other cultural community, the community of the target language. This integration is made
possible by appropriating the cultural artifacts of the language for the purpose of joining
the other community for the sole enjoyment of “joining the community” at least to the
extent of sharing the language. The love and enjoyment of language itself was neglected.
This is perhaps the most telling deficiency of all. It is also perhaps the most insidious
because of the teacher statements affirm their desire to promote the well-being of their
students by keeping them focused on college and career and the benefits of speaking that
target language in the workplace but by so doing there seems to be an out of balance
emphasis. There was no provision for the learning of the language for the simple joy of
doing so. There is nothing in the open ended questions responses which show that
teachers have a real understanding of the need to protect and promote this love and
enjoyment, the very heart of true motivation in language learning.
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Research Question 4. What strategies do the surveyed teachers use, if any, to
support L2 motivation development? Teachers provided active strategies to support L2
motivation, but they did not support all aspects of L2 motivation. Two of twenty subjects
said they intentionally provided a relaxed and pleasant atmosphere in their L2 classroom,
1 of 20 subjects said they sequenced material in a skills building way, the necessary
requirement for the acquisition of a second language as set out in the literature review
above. Below is a subject’s response:
Q.28. How important is it to increase the learner’s goal orientedness? What
do you do to do that?
S5: Student needs to realize how important to the lives, is the goals of being
completely oriented in their field of study. Instructor must help the student to
understand how the course effects both their future education and expertise in
the workplace.
A number of responses throughout different questions were in this vein,
demonstrating the instrumental orientation by focusing on the instrumental orientations of
the language (though as noted to the detriment or exclusion of the “interest in foreign
languages, or for the “desire to learn the language” component of motivation). Perhaps
some of the most helpful answers were those related to allowing students to follow their
own sense of interest in topics, books, and activities in the classroom, and this
contributed to classroom motivation, but again it is a subtle and important distinction to
be made between classroom and language learning motivation.
Evaluation. Taken altogether then, it is may be that teachers either have no real
sense of the essential nature of motivation in the “L2 motivation” sense and that the
surveyed teachers do not have an understanding of motivation as a well-defined construct
within the literature of SLA. This is affirmed by their perceptions and by their classroom
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practices which at best provided instrumental orientation but specifically did not provide
for the development of, and love and appreciation and interest in, language in general. In
fact, this singular element was, specifically downplayed, ignored or refuted. The
composite construct “Interest in Foreign Language” carries three essential concepts. One
is the cultural concept of acceptance of a foreign culture. A second concept is the
appreciation for language in general (and not only the target language), and thirdly, the
composite construct carries the idea of “interest,” a term that has significant implications
in that it is more than just “passing interest” and is defined in this study is “true interest,”
the kind of interest that causes one to desire to engage the material, seek out all
opportunities to learn about the material, to complete the tasks to do so even if they are
effortful, and to enjoy the tasks of doing it, and that can even eventually lead to the state
of flow.
Expectation. A significant amount of discrepancy was expected at the onset of
the study due to the nature of motivation, the training of teachers from different
pedagogical programs, and different personality and teaching styles as set out by Rebecca
Oxford above. While the subjects were all experienced ESL teachers, and most if not all
seemed to suggest that motivation was necessary for student success in their classrooms,
that did not translate into the subjects having a clear understanding that L2 motivation
was an essential construct, that the construct was composite in nature, and that it had
been determined to be essential and for student language learning success.
It was anticipated that the teachers may not have had a clear and fully developed
understanding of L2 motivation as distinct from a vague or undefined sense of motivation
in general, though most agreed that students did need support and the teachers
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demonstrated their understanding of that support to make language learning fun and
enjoyable and interesting through their various strategies and conditions they provided in
their classrooms. What was not anticipated was that teachers would emphasize the
instrumental orientation to the detriment or to the exclusion of the interest that springs
from desire to learn the other language and captured within the concept of conation.
What was most interesting is the suggested difference between the responses of
teachers who self-identified as second language proficient and those who did not on
every single subconstruct and composite construct.
Previous research. The earlier quotes of Corder, Dörnyei, and Gardner all stated
their research demonstrated that motivation is the essential element for success in
learning the second language. Other research affirmed that the integrative motive is a
valid and reliable aggregate construct for testing for the presence of L2 motivation, and
has shown that motivation is even more important than aptitude, ability, or the language
learning situation. If this is true the subjects of this study do not seem to have a truly
well-developed and researched-based understanding of the composite construct of L2
motivation as expressed by the integrative motive, the most essential element for the
success of their students in the language learning classroom.
It is recalled that the statistics set out in the beginning of this study show an ever
increasing number of nonnative English speakers immigrating into the United States or
born into immigrant families in the United States who self-identify as not being proficient
in English. Instead of closing the gap it seems that the gap is widening, perhaps due to an
ineffective delivery of language learning skills and/or to the massive influx of
immigrants. In either case, or, both working together, the delivery of the teaching of
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English must be effective, and for it to be effective it has been clearly demonstrated that
it is essential to have the presence of L2 motivation as defined within the integrative
motive.
Recommendations. This study has placed a great deal of focus on teachers’
perceptions of motivation in language learning but it has failed to ask a few pertinent
questions. Firstly, while teachers were obliquely asked about their perceptions of
motivation, especially around a well-established construct such as the integrative motive,
they were not asked if they had been provided training in motivation in their teacher
preparation programs regarding the integrative motive. Additionally, the study is limited
to 20 subjects who are considered from their own perspectives and contributions without
questioning whether or not other teachers have different perceptions regarding L2
motivation, or knowledge and practices based in integrative motive or practices that
promote the 10 core strategies that Dörnyei set out for L2 motivation. Finally, and most
importantly, no inquiry was done to ascertain the teachers’ reasons for emphasizing
instrumental orientation over an interest in foreign language, or the connative aspects of
motivation in general. If teachers do not first recognize what “true interest” is in the
aspect of conation, the enjoyment and the desire of learning languages, they may not be
perceiving interest as important when weighed against the instrumental orientation. Even
more, teachers may not be aware of the insidious nature of discouraging interest by over
emphasis on the instrumental orientation, not providing those conditions for that interest,
that desire and love of language learning to flourish even though this has been shown to
be a characteristic amongst the individual traits of successful language learners.
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Conclusions
In light of these findings, teachers seeking to teach ESL and other language
learning teachers face a significant challenge. In the age of state-mandated testing, where
there is a focus on specific performance indicators, and objectives according to a
common core curriculum, and where student performance affects employment issues and
even one’s salary, the success of language learning students becomes an ever more
important personal matter to teachers, as well as to society at large.
Where it is shown that success in gaining proficiency, the very objective of
language learning teachers, is enhanced where there is a recognition of L2 motivation as
defined within the integrative motive, and where there is a promotion of L2 motivation
through a set of core strategies, and in light of the fact that researchers have repeatedly
shown that aptitude and ability are not the most critical element of L2 success, but that
L2 motivation is, it is essential that language learning teachers be provided instruction
and skills in developing the full array of elements in the aggregate construct of the
integrative motive.
Limitations and Recommendations
It is conceivable that certain aspects of the language learning classroom in the
present age of high-stakes testing are not conducive to emphasizing aspects of the
integrative motive which may be difficult to measure with present specific performance
indicators or other measures. Where the expectation of the teacher is that the student will
obtain goals and objectives according to a curriculum predetermined by others who may
not be familiar with the full array of the essential elements the critical constructs of the
integrative motive and thus L2 motivation, the teacher, even with knowledge of the full
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array, may not have opportunity to deliver the full spectrum and emphasize in balance,
the “interplay” Gardner spoke of these elements in their aggregate array.
It is also possible that the research questions, which primarily involved
perceptions of L2 motivation, were too limited get at the full understanding of teachers’
perceptions. What does motivation really mean to the teacher? What can the teacher
really say about their own perceptions of a vague and nebulous concept such as
“motivation” unless they have time and opportunity to fully develop their understanding
about it, and are versed in it as part of their teacher training? Are teachers less effective
because of their lack of understanding L2 motivation as expressed within the integrative
motive? Teacher effectiveness as correlated with the provision of training in L2
motivation and the conditions and strategies to promote it should be included in future
studies of teachers’ perceptions.
A limitation of the study was that the experiences and knowledge of other
teachers was not surveyed. In future investigations it would be beneficial to investigate
how teachers rank instrumental orientation as opposed to interest in the foreign language
with a consideration of the reasons for doing so, and where there is background
knowledge of L2 motivation. To expand the perspective of significance of the study,
further work could compare the proficiency levels of those students in classrooms where
the “interest in foreign languages” component with its culturally aware, linguistically
aware, and its connative aspect was emphasized as opposed to those classrooms in which
the instrumental orientation only was emphasized.
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Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions
This chapter presents a summary of the key findings and the resulting
conclusions. It begins with the restatement of the aims and methodological approach of
the research. An evaluation of the study’s contribution to the field follows and includes
the significance of the research, as well as its limitations and suggestions for further
study.
Research Aims
This study aimed to explore the perceptions of teachers of ESL with at least three
years of teaching experience as regards the relative importance of certain attitudes and
motivations they perceive as important for their students to have to learn a second
language and further aimed to study the conditions and strategies those teachers provide
for the protection, promotion, and enhancement of L2 motivation in their classrooms. It
investigated specifically their perceptions regarding those elements considered to be
essential for the critical construct of L2 motivation as expressed through the integrative
motive in Robert Gardner’s Attitude Motivation Test Battery. It specifically asked openended questions taken from Zoltán Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments of strategies for L2
motivation, and the conditions teachers can provide for the protection, promotion, and
enhancement of L2 motivation in their classrooms. To do so the following four
overarching research questions were posited:
1. How important to student language learning success (proficiency) do
experienced ESL teachers consider motivation to be?
2. What are some teacher perceptions of their students’ motivation to learn a
second language and how do these perceptions compare with the constructs of
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the integrative motive, an established construct for testing the presence of L2
motivation?
3. What strategies do the surveyed teachers use, if any, to support L2 motivation
development?
4. What conditions in the surveyed teachers’ classrooms promote L2 motivation?
Method
A nonexperimental, exploratory and interpretive approach according to
Grotjahn’s Paradigm 5 was considered appropriate for the aims of the research topic. The
study the individual perceptions of the ESL teachers present the complexity and richness
of the teaching situations in their classrooms regarding the provision of conditions and
strategies for promoting, protecting, and enhancing L2 motivation. A phenomenological
approach was adopted in which a small randomly selected group of ESL teachers with
three years or more experience took part in a two-part survey, with the first part being a
set of 24 questions on a six degree Likert scale capturing the composite construct of
integrative motive as expressed in Robert Gardner’s AMTB. The second part of the
survey contained open-ended questions structured along the 10 conditions and strategies
recommended by Zoltán Dörnyei in his 10 Commandments as what the teacher as a
“good enough motivator” could do to provide conditions and strategies for L2 motivation
in their classroom. This qualitative component of open-ended questions was chosen to
elicit a variety of responses and allow the researcher to gather the responses not only for
comparison to those elements considered appropriate and the least a teacher could do, but
to find out exactly what individuals did in fact do in a phenomenological way. To ensure
that relevant questions were asked, the survey questions tracked the questions adapted as
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they were for teacher’s perception, from Gardner’s AMTB, and the open-ended
qualitative section tracked those 10 conditions and strategies Dörnyei said were essential
for provision of conditions and strategies for L2 motivation.
The first section of the survey established teachers’ perceptions regarding L2
motivation as reflected in the attitudes and motivations of their students. A limitation of
the study was that it was not possible to note the teacher training programs of the various
backgrounds of the teachers other than whether they considered themselves to be
proficient in a second language or not. The quantitative data were analyzed for the
components of the integrative motive. Consideration was then given to whether the
conditions and strategies reported by teachers actually aligned with those “core”
strategies accepted by teachers as being necessary for the protection, promotion, and
enhancement of L2 motivation.
The first part of the survey established teachers’ attitudes toward aspects of the
language learning classroom. The Likert-scale survey was broken down into the
individual responses per each survey participant, and each of the constructs making up
the subconstruct, the composite construct were then averaged to arrive at its mean, M,
amongst themselves for a comparison of the composite constructs, and each construct
was compared in the total aggregate construct. The survey was analyzed by Survey
Monkey’s analytical tools to uncover recurring themes and teachers perceptions
regarding L2 motivation in the classroom. Emphasis was put on understanding whether
individual participants seem to value each of the constructs of the integrative motive, and
to value and recognize that L2 motivation is an aggregate construct, and as such,
provision for each of the constructs must be made in the L2 classroom, and the relative
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importance of each of the constructs present. The recurring themes and constructs were
used along with Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments for considering conditions and strategies
for L2 motivation to consider the responses teachers made regarding what they actually
did in their classroom to provide for L2 motivation.
Findings
During the first section of the survey which dealt with teachers’ perceptions of
their students’ attitudes and motivation regarding language learning four themes
emerged:
1. Teachers may not be aware of the full array of constructs that make up the
aggregate construct of integrative motive.
2. Teachers may be emphasizing an instrumental orientation instead of or even
over (if they recognize it exists at all) L2 motivation as it is expressed within
the integrative motive. (It is recalled that neither instrumental orientation nor
integrative orientation is, in fact, “integrative motive.”) Teachers may be
doing this in a number of ways including an overfocus on goals and objectives
without a balance of cultivating “interest” and “desire” for language learning
as an object in its own right, and also on an overfocus on English to the
exclusion of an appreciation of other language learning.
3. That interest in languages and other culture groups may not be emphasized at
all, or may be underemphasized or inappropriately emphasized and may be
underrepresented in the quantitative responses.
4. That in the attempt to be fair, and further to operate in the best interest of their
students, uninformed yet well-intentioned teachers may be depriving their
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students of the “culturally different” context of the language learning
classroom, that element that makes the L2 classroom distinct and unique from
all other content classrooms.
5. That teachers who self-identified as second language proficient scored higher
on every construct on the test suggesting that they had different perceptions of
the attitudes their students need for success in SLA.
A text analysis of part three of the survey which contained the open-ended
questions revealed that some teachers use various ways to engage and motivate their
students, at least in so far as enjoying the language learning classroom and enjoying
learning itself by allowing their students to choose books and other materials with which
they are interested. Further, some teachers were intentionally more oriented toward praise
than criticism, a number of teachers emphasize building relationship and some talked
about the critical nature of doing so, and others talked about the need for sequencing and
task building in line with the skills acquisition theory discussed in the literature review
above.
It also became apparent from the analysis and of the M that were provided by the
composite constructs that there were certain constructs of the integrative motive that were
valued more highly than others. Consequently, there were elements that were weighted
lower than others. Upon analyzing those that were more heavily weighted it became
apparent that most, if not all, except one experienced ESL teacher emphasized
instrumental orientation as the reason for learning language and not the aspect of
conation containing desire and love of learning the language for itself. Further, the
learning of the language was based on need for future purposes, that is reasons, and not
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on want, and it has previously been established in this study that a reason is not
motivation.
To summarize, part one and part two of the survey revealed the following:
1. Teachers are not aware of the role array of the critical constructs of L2
motivation.
2. Teachers emphasize some constructs while deemphasizing other constructs.
3. Teachers emphasize constructs according to an instrumental orientation and
not only be emphasize but deny the importance of other equally critical
constructs.
4. Teachers do not promote interest in its true form, that is, the love of learning,
the desire and the enjoyment of the learning itself, a trait correlated is a
characteristic of successful language learners.
5. Teachers do not promote cultural awareness in a methodical and expanded
way and do not realize that integrative motive recognizes that successful
language learners carry the trait of “wanting to join the other community” as
that has been limited by definition, for the cultural and linguistic experience of
doing so and not for an instrumental orientation.
6. Because of the above, well-intentioned teachers may not be providing that
singular and unique element that Gardner and other researchers specifically
state accounts for the variability in success in language learning and makes the
language learning classroom distinctly different and unique from all other
content area classrooms.
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Significance
If these findings are indicative of the broader TESOL environment then teachers
must be prepared to accept that the chasm of lack of proficiency may continue as school
curriculums become more formulated and centrally controlled and individual teachers
lose control and direction over their own classrooms in the era of high-stakes testing.
Professional teacher organizations and teacher preparation programs should address L2
motivation and the full array of its constructs emphasizing the importance of each one
and help teachers gain the skills in creating the conditions and strategies that promote that
L2 motivation that has been shown to decrease variability in student success and so
increase proficiency in second language learning.
Another possible implication of the results involves not only the lack of student
success in gaining the second language but the large amount of teacher dropout and
failure from the career path of being an educator. On the one hand, if teachers wish to
teach English as a second language, English as a foreign language, or a foreign language,
they should have a clear understanding of their own motivations for doing so and
recognize whether or not they themselves are demonstrating the full array of the
aggregate construct of integrative motive as they consider their career choice. Some
teachers have stated that they look for a way out of the classroom citing difficulty in
management, overburdened responsibilities and paperwork, a lack of support from
administrative staff. If such teachers have chosen to become educators in specialty areas
where some of those demands are not placed as a way of escape they may, in the long
run, be doing themselves and their students a disservice where they lack those elements
found to be important in the full array of integrative motive.
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Another possible implication is that learning a second language could help ESL
teachers develop the attitudes and strategies in themselves, and help to do so in their
students, that more closely approximate the integrative motive as the second language
proficient teachers seemed to do in this study.
This study aimed at uncovering the perceptions of experienced ESL teachers
regarding the relative importance of their attitudes and perceptions of the motivation that
is required to learn a second language; however, the findings would have more
significance for school districts, universities, and language learning centers and
academies were they able to assess language learner educator candidates with an
instrument such as that as adapted herein from the Attitude Motivation Test Battery.
Also, those school districts, universities, and language learning centers and academies
should be aware of the critical constructs of L2 motivation and their contribution to
decreasing the variability in student success and so increasing student proficiency in
language learning. Those institutions might rise to the challenge of seeing the language
learning classroom as that distinct and unique learning environment distinct from all
other content areas, as research has shown, because it is the cultural interface between a
language learner and the target language, a feature not shared with any other content area,
and, more than that, those districts might reconfigure the way that they understand the
delivery of instruction in this unique environment that is, that language learning requires
the true interest of language learners and not just an instrumental orientation and may
require different measures for success.
Lastly, through an acceptance that true interest is a critical construct in language
learning, there might be an awakening of the way language learning should be delivered,
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and because of that the interest that is manifesting in some students might have a greater
opportunity to flourish and taken with the above, those teaching professionals who come
to the area who share that interest would themselves find more job satisfaction by being
able to share what they love and want and enjoy as opposed to what that which only helps
the student obtain a goal as a step toward reaching institutional goals.
Recommendations for Further Research
The limitations of this study leads to some future research possibilities. As the
study was limited to teachers in the United States it might be interesting to note if
teachers in other countries are also deficient in their knowledge of L2 motivation and
how to provide conditions and strategies for promoting it. It would be worthwhile to
include in a future study questions regarding formal motivation training in their teacher
preparation programs.
If we return to the research questions, we could see that the answers to the
questions might have been predicted by the available literature, that the very conflicts that
exist between some long-established research professionals regarding L2 motivation and
the integrative motive makes it difficult to understand the full array of the aggregate
nature of constructs that test for L2 motivation. Sorting through all that, we return to
Gardner’s own explanations in his epilogue which concisely clear up many of the major
concerns as mentioned in other aspects of the literature. In this study, there were two
questions that were most revealing. One was from the area of the construct of interest in
foreign language which showed that teachers did not recognize the value of true interest
in and of itself, the enjoyment and desire to learn a thing just for the enjoyment of doing
so, and so did not understand that motivation is not cognitive or affective but that it is
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factual conation, desire in its purest form. The second was strong responses from a
number of teachers that supported the learning of English and was correlated with openended response questions that demonstrated a focus on goal orientedness to the detriment,
and at least on one occasion, to the exclusion of the element of interest “true interest” as
it has been defined in the study.
Conclusion
I began this research after noticing that most language learners do not gain
proficiency in the second language and this was reaffirmed statistically by the United
States Department of Education and the Center for Immigration statistics cited at the
beginning of the study. I considered my own experience of having become a highly
proficient speaker of a second language after my own age of 50, and, what’s more, doing
so in an extremely short period of time. I suspected that the element that led to my
success, and my rapid success, was my motivation to learn, something I lacked in my
high school and university attempts to learn the same language, attempts which both lead
to failure. What I found was that L2 motivation is a well-defined and valuable construct
for understanding that distinct and unique type of motivation required to learn a second
language. I found confusion and conflict in some of the research literature. This was
particularly true since motivation was found to be a composite construct by all research
instruments, not a single question that one could ask, but required an understanding of the
person in dynamic systems and required an aggregate assessment.
It occurred to me that despite much research on the topic of L2 motivation, that
research might not have found its way into language learning classrooms in general, and
further I found that most language learning teachers not only did not have success in their
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students’ gaining proficiency in the language but that most of the language teachers I
know are actually not proficient to the point of being conversational in the language that
they were teaching or in the native language of their ESL students. My findings in this
research seem to support what my suspicion was at the time, that the integrative motive is
a motive and not only an orientation, that language learning requires true interest and not
just a reason for learning such as gaining good grades or getting a paycheck. I found that
the teachers may lack a knowledge of the composite construct of L2 motivation, seemed
inconsistent in the delivery of conditions and strategies, that when they did provide
conditions and strategies they were instrumentally oriented as opposed to expressing or
developing a true interest in the language and at least in one case not only did not
encourage but actually discouraged the development of interest in a foreign language. All
of this further highlights the extent of the chasm of learning, particularly in the era of
high-stakes testing, and the need to return the enjoyment, the connative aspects of
learning to the classroom and particularly to recognize the L2 classroom as a separate and
distinct and unique environment, qualitatively different from all other classroom
environments.
Of particular interest are the differing perceptions of the attitudes perceived to be
important for student second language success by those teachers who self-identified as
second language proficient as set out in Tables 6–8.
This study concentrated on teachers’ perceptions of attitudes of language learning
but it failed to ask a few relevant questions. Though the teachers reported on their own
perceptions and practices they were not asked about their own personal motivation for
learning are not learning a second language. They were not asked about their own
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motivations for becoming a language teacher. They were not asked if formal instruction
in the knowledge and skill base of L2 motivation had been provided for them in their
teacher preparation program.
During the second section of the survey which dealt with teachers provisions of
conditions and strategies for L2 motivation these themes emerged:
1. An unanticipated trend began to take shape in the research. Teachers seemed
to take an ‘authoritarian” vs. and “authoritative” approach in their classrooms
depending on how they saw Question 6, 4, 19 (and how they seemed to see
themselves!). Regarding relationship with their students, and as indicated by a
cluster of answers 6, 23, 12 regarding allowing more freedom and more
“relaxed” and autonomous participation. The relationship with these questions
and the open-ended questions provided an unanticipated and surprising
relationship! It was an unanticipated discovery.
2.

Considering that the construct is a composite construct, some constructs seem
to be more evident, indicating a need for education and training on the others;
that is, some constructs were very prevalent, while others were not. This
seems to indicate that the integrative motive, as a composite construct, is not
well understood, that is, for L2 motivation to rise to the level where variability
in student success is decreased, all the constructs must be present. As
established herein, t is the composite nature of the construct, the aggregate
that makes it an effective measure of prediction for language learner success.
This may indicate a need for training in L2 motivation and the integrative
motive composite construct specifically.
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3. Teachers seemed to be responding “intuitively” or perhaps based on their own
personalities, on a personal viewpoint shaped by their own world view,
personality, or view of their role as a teacher, even when they provided the
classroom atmosphere or conditions and strategies that were critical for L2
success.
4. There seemed to be a “hit or miss” element in the perception of attitudes
correlated with success as expressed in the integrative motive. This “hit or
miss” issue continues with the provision of conditions and strategies for SLA
success. It is wondered if teachers were not grounded in the critical nature of
L2 motivation as expressed in the integrative motive, the language learning
component determined across much of the L2 literature to be critical for
student success in gaining proficiency. If these findings are indicative of the
perceptions, knowledge, and conditions and strategies regarding L2
motivation of teachers as a second language in general then some specifics
regarding L2 motivation need to be provided to teachers and their teacher
preparation programs and or in ongoing continuing education.
Limitations
This study aimed at uncovering the implications of the perceptions of teachers
regarding L2 motivation by assessing their perception of the relative importance of
attitudes their language learning students should have. The findings may have
significance for schools and school districts at all levels as teachers are interviewed for
language learning positions. In the era of high-stakes testing, where there is a focus on
“specific performance indicators” and goals and objectives of a common core, teachers’
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jobs, status, and even their monthly salaries are dependent upon the performance of their
students on state-mandated testing. Teachers who have responsibilities for their students’
achievement should be provided the knowledge and strategic skills they need for their
students’ success and for their own success and self-preservation as well.
This study concentrated on teachers’ perceptions of attitudes and motivations of
their language learning students and on the provision of conditions and strategies for
protecting, promoting, and enhancing L2 motivation in their classrooms but it failed to
ask a few relevant questions. Though the teachers were asked about their perceptions the
teachers were not asked where they gained those perceptions or whether their perceptions
were shaped due to a lack of training on L2 motivation in their language teacher
preparation programs. Additionally, some subjects who seem to have more awareness
both in terms of their students attitude and motivation and the recognition of the
importance of it as well as the provision of conditions and strategies were not able to be
separated from those who had a lesser degree and so it was not possible to determine how
they gained such valuable insight, knowledge, and skill. Additionally, while the study
was able to look at the difference between the perceptions of those teachers who
considered themselves second language proficient and those who did not, it was unable to
determine the reasons for the differences in their perceptions and this is a topic for further
exploration particularly as regards the impact of having learned a second language
previously. What do these teachers do differently? To put all these responses in a proper
perspective it would be necessary to consider the experiences of a large number of other
ESL teachers who were asked the same questions.
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While it is the students who will most benefit or suffer from their teachers
awareness of the role of L2 motivation or the lack of it, no inquiry was done to ascertain
the students perceptions between themselves and their teachers a whether or not they
viewed it as an issue of concerns.
The aforementioned limitations of the study lead to some future research
possibilities. This study involved the perceptions of English teachers with at least three
years of experience in regard to their perceptions of L2 motivation it could be beneficial
then, to study the perceptions of teachers with yet more years of experience, and limiting
the study to those for example with five or ten years of experience only. It would be
worthwhile to know what the teaching programs were and if teaching programs of the
surveyed teachers actually provided component in the second language teacher
preparation program regarding L2 motivation.
If we return to the research questions, we can see that the answers could not have
been predicted by review of the literature alone. As the responses are based on the
phenomenological situation of the teacher in context in the dynamic system ever influx,
qualitative data were also necessary as a complement to the quantitative data. Therefore,
it would be valuable to research teachers’ perceptions and experiences regarding the
provision of motivation preparation in their language learning teacher programs and if
they believe it would be valuable, and light of the study, to provide that for teachers
entering the field.
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Appendix A: Quantitative Component. Constructs of L2 Motivation (Integrative
Motive)
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
(McCaleb Survey Instrument)
Thank you for taking a moment to thoughtfully answer the 26 questions below. Every
question is important and your feedback is very helpful in determining how to better
serve language learners.
Part I.
Please check yes or no to questions A.
1. Would you consider yourself a proficient speaker of a language other than English?
Part II.
Please thoughtfully choose 1 item in the scale below. Please remember these are your
perceptions about how important you think these questions are to your students, that is,
how important for them to feel the way as described. It is not the way you may think your
students actually feel; but, again, how much importance you feel each item should be to
your students to be the best language learners they can be.
Strongly Disagree…Moderately Disagree…Disagree…Agree…Moderately
Agree…Strongly Agree
A. Integrativeness.
Integrative orientation.
2. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to be more at ease with people who speak English.
3. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to interact more easily with speakers of English.
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11. I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it
will allow them to better understand and appreciate the English way of life.
Attitudes toward English-speaking people.
5. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking
friends.
6. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very
sociable and kind.
7. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English
speakers.
Interest in foreign language.
8. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages
perfectly.
9. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
10. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
B. Attitudes toward the learning situation.
English teacher evaluation.
1. My students should look forward to going to English class because their
English teacher is so good.
2. My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their
other teachers.
3. My students should really like their English teacher.
English course evaluation.
4. My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in
other classes.
5. My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to
studying more English in the future.
6. My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than
those of their other classes.
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C. Motivation
Motivational intensity.
7. My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they
see and hear.
8. When my students have a problem understanding something in their English
class, they should always ask the teacher for help.
9. My students should really work hard to learn English.
Desire to learn English.
10. My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
11. My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
12. My students should wish they were fluent in English.
Attitudes toward learning English.
13. My students should really enjoy learning English.
14. My students should think that English is a very important part of the school
program.
15. My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
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Appendix B: Qualitative Constructs. Open-Ended Questions
(Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments of L2 Motivational Strategies)
1. How important is it for you to set a personal example with your behavior as a
teacher? What do you do to show that “personal example?”
2. How important is it to create a pleasant, relaxed atmosphere in the classroom?
What you do to do that?
3. How important is it to present tasks properly? What you do to do that?
4. How important is it to develop a good relationship with your students? What
you do to do that?
5. How important is it to increase your students’ linguistic self-confidence?
What you do to do that?
6. How important is it to make language classes interesting to your students?
What do you do to do that?
7. How important is it to promote learner autonomy? What do you do to do that?
8. How important is it to personalize the learning process? What you do to do
that?
9. How important is it to increase the learners goal oriented net’s? What do you
do to do that?
10. How important is it to familiarize your learners with the target language
culture? What you do to do that?
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Appendix C: Integrative Motive Component Constructs and Their Survey
Instrument Coding Number in Italics

A. Integrativeness.
Integrative orientation.
2.1
3.16
4.10
Attitudes toward English-speaking people.
5.24
6.13
7.23
Interest in foreign language.
8.2
9.17
10.11

B. Attitudes toward the learning situation.
English teacher evaluation.
11.3
12.15
13.4
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English course evaluation.
14.9
15.20
16.21
C. Motivation.
Motivational intensity.
17.12
18.19
19.8
Desire to learn English.
20.5
21.18
22.7
Attitudes toward learning English.
23.22
24.6
25.14
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Appendix D: Dörnyei’s 10 Commandments and Their Survey Instrument Coding
Number in Italics

26.1
27.9
28.5
29.2
30.7
31.3
32.10
33.6
34.4
35.8
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or findings during the study that would affect the risks or benefits of participation.
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Faculty Advisor affirms:

x

Yes
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Date Affirmed:

*Required fields

2. Purpose of the Study (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 2)
STUDY GOAL: To determine if educators have a developed understanding of the established
constructs of motivation to learn a second language.
LITERATURE REVIEW: Since 1959 there have been many studies which show that (a) motivation
to learn a second language is critical to success in doing so, and (b) motivation as applied to the
learning of the second language is a well-determined composite construct comprised of (1)
integrative motivation-an openness to the second language community, (2) positive attitudes
toward the learning situation, and (3) motivational intensity, desire, effort, and enjoyment. All
three elements are essential for the construct to be valid. This composite construct has been
validated by researchers from Gardner (2010), Dörnyei (2001a, 2005, 2009), MacIntyre et al.
(2009), and others. It was further validated by Robert Gardner in his 2010 Text “Motivation and
Second Language Acquisition: The Socio-Educational Model.” This text sets out the definitions of
motivation for second language learning, the reasons for these constructs, a history of some 5
decades of use in multiple second language and foreign language contexts, and a full scale
version of the test as well as a version which tests for the same constructs (L2 motivation) but
with fewer questions per tested construct. Correlations showing high reliability are affirmed.

303

Additionally, the construct as tested and supported in the literature by other
researchers who may, nonetheless, use their own test batteries, but who explicitly state support
of the AMTB (those constructs surveyed herein), are specifically stated and reinforced in their
studies as being valid for testing for L2 motivation which is the purpose of the present survey
(Teachers’ perceptions of L2 motivation; Dörnyei, 2009; MacIntyre et al., 2009.)
POSSIBLE CONTRIBUTION: The understanding of the discrepancy between what motivation to
learn a second language actually is, and the perception of what motivation is by practicing
teachers, may help teachers more closely approximate the established paradigm, and aid their
second language learning students be successful in gaining proficiency in the second language.

3. Methods and Procedures (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 3)
STUDY DESIGN: The study is a mixed methods study, relying on the surveying with a 6 point
Likert Scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, no “4” neutral and a series of 10 written
responses regarding conditions and strategies that are used to promote motivation to learn the
second language.
MATERIALS: The materials are a 6-point Likert scale adapted from the long-used Attitude and
Motivation Test Battery. Also, a list of questions drawn from Zoltán Dörnyei’s “10
Commandments” of motivation will be used in the written response section of the test (Dörnyei,
2011, p. 134).
SURVEY INSTRUMENT QUESTIONS:

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
(McCaleb Survey Instrument)
Thank you for taking a moment to thoughtfully answer the 26 questions below. Every
question is important and your feedback is very helpful in determining how to better
serve language learners.
Part I.
Please check yes or no to questions A. and B.
A.
Are you an ESL teacher with at least 3 years of language teaching experience?
B.
Would you consider yourself a proficient speaker of a language other than
English?
Part II.
Please thoughtfully choose 1 item in the scale below. Please remember these are your
perceptions about how important you think these questions are to your students, that is,
how important for them to feel the way as described. It is not the way you may think your
students actually feel; but, again, how much importance you feel each item should be to
your students to be the best language learners they can be.
Strongly Disagree…Moderately Disagree…Disagree…Agree…Moderately
Agree…Strongly Agree
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A.

INTEGRATIVENESS
(Integrative Orientation)

1.
I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will
allow them to be more at ease with people who speak English.
2.
I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will
allow them to interact more easily with speakers of English.
3.
I believe that studying English should be important to my students because it will
allow them to better understand and appreciate the English way of life.
(Attitudes toward English-Speaking People)
4. I believe that my students should like to have many native English-speaking friends.
5. I believe that my students should consider native English speakers to be very sociable
and kind.
6. I believe that my students should feel they can always trust native English speakers.
(Interest in Foreign Language)
7. My students should wish that they could speak many foreign languages perfectly.
8. My students should enjoy meeting people who speak foreign languages.
9. My students should really like to learn many foreign languages.
B.

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE LEARNING SITUATION
(English Teacher Evaluation)

10.
My students should look forward to going to English class because their English
teacher is so good.
11.
My students should think that their English teacher is better than any of their other
teachers.
12.
My students should really like their English teacher.
(English Course Evaluation)
13.
My students should prefer to spend more time in English class and less time in
other classes.
14.
My students should like their English class so much, they look forward to
studying more English in the future.
15.
My students should enjoy the activities of their English class much more than
those of their other classes.
C.
MOTIVATION
(Motivational Intensity)
16.
My students should make a point of trying to understand all the English they see
and hear.
17.
When my students have a problem understanding something in their English
class, they should always ask the teacher for help.
18.
My students should really work hard to learn English.
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19.
20.
21.

(Desire to Learn English)
My students should have a strong desire to know all aspects of English.
My students should like to learn as much English as possible.
My students should wish they were fluent in English.

(Attitudes toward Learning English)
22.
My students should really enjoy learning English.
23.
My students should think that English is a very important part of the school
program.
24.
My students should plan to learn as much English as possible.
SEMI-STRUCTURED WRITTEN RESPONSE QUESTIONS: (As adapted from
Dörnyei’s “10 Commandments”).
1.
How important is it to create a pleasant and relaxed atmosphere in the classroom?
Specifically, what do you do to do that?
2.
How important is it to set a personal example with your behavior as the teacher?
Specifically, what do you do to show that “personal example”?
3.
How important is it to present tasks properly? Specifically, what do you do to do
that?
4.
How important is it to develop a good relationship with your students?
Specifically, what do you do to do that?
5.
How important is it to increase your students’ linguistic self-confidence?
Specifically, what do you do to do that?
6.
How important is it to make language classes interesting to your students?
Specially, what do you do to do that?
7.
How important is it to promote learner autonomy? Specifically, what do you do to
do that?
8.
How important is it to personalize the learning process? Specifically, what do you
do to that?
9.
How important is it to increase the learner’s goal-orientedness? Specifically, what
do you do to do that?
10.
How important is it to familiarize your learners with the target language culture?
Specifically, what do you do to do that?
PROCEDURES: The study is conducted through Survey Monkey on a group of 20 ESL teachers (no
students) who have at least 3 years of teaching experience in the field, and these participants
will be invited to participate anonymously in the survey as the survey will be sent out through
Target Audience through Survey Monkey’s list of survey takers. The participants will not know
who the researcher is, and the researcher will not know who the participants are, either, as the
survey is administered anonymously on Survey Monkey. Participants will be unknown to the LI
and their responses will be referred to simply as Sx, indicating Subject and number assigned.

4. Secondary Analysis of Existing Data (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 4)
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5. Investigator(s) Qualifications (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 5)
The LI has done extensive study in the field, now completing his Ph.D., has had statistics and
research classes in accord with the curriculum, and has researched and developed the
measuring survey based on Robert Gardner’s AMTB and in line with Zoltán Dörnyei’s text on
designing questionnaires in Second Language Research.
It is intended that Survey Monkey will administer the survey, by filtering for “English as a Second
Language teachers with three or more years of experience” and analyze the data, having
extensive experience and software to do so.

6. Human Subjects (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 6)
a. Characteristics
The participants are all adult educators, as the field for the survey. Each has at least 3
years of English as a Second Language Teaching Experience. The respondents will be asked if
they consider themselves a speaker of a second language or not. No other identifying or
qualifying variables or characteristics is sought.

b. Vulnerable Populations
There are no students, prisoners, or pregnant women in the study, nor any other class
of vulnerable subjects in the study.

c. Pre-existing relationship to subject pool
There is no pre-existing relationship to the subject pool.

d. Subject Selection
Selection is based on volunteers anonymously responding to the survey sent through
Survey Monkey’s Target Audience system. There is no exclusion except those who are not ESL
teachers of at least 3 years.

e. Anticipated Number of Subjects
The study intends to study 20 teachers. It is thought that this cross section is a large
enough sampling to get an impression of the perceptions of motivation as it is understood by
these teachers.

7. Recruitment (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 7)
Teachers will be invited to participate based on the criteria as set out above by request of LI.
This request is made by Survey Monkey through their audience of participants. This audience is
not known to the LI nor will be known, nor will the survey have any identifying criteria at all. The
response is entirely voluntary.

8. Subject Payment (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 8)
No payment.
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9. Potential Risks (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 9)
There is an extremely low potential for risk as all surveyees will have anonymity in responding,
and no identifiable information other than the initial criteria to take the survey as set out above.
The study is based on perception, and responses are only in regard to the answering of Likert
scale items sought and the written responses to questions on lines 134–152 above and no other
information is sought or regarded. There is no risk of harm for interviewees as they are asked
about their use of motivational strategies in their classrooms, without specific reference to any
group of students, locale, or any other identifying information except the criteria to take the
survey as set by the Target Audience program of Survey Monkey.
There are no risks more than minimal.
Procedures used to minimize risks are the use of survey monkey anonymous Survey Monkey
apparatus, including the administration of the survey, and the Target Audience filtering system
of Survey Monkey’s vast pool of survey takers.

10. Potential Benefits (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 10)
The benefit to the public is that educators may gain insight into how motivation can be used and
promoted in the second language classroom to help students gain proficiency in the second
language.

11. Assessment (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 11)
Considering that motivation has unequivocally and repeatedly been determined to be one, if not
the, most important variable in gaining second language proficiency, and that studies show that
most students who attempt to learn a second language do not become proficient, then the
benefit of understanding teachers’ perceptions of motivation to learn the second language is
great. The risk is minimal, given the lack of identifiability of the participants, except as to
threshold criteria.

12. Privacy (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 12)
The privacy is safeguarded in that the LI does not know who will participate in the study, nor ask
for, nor have any place in the survey for, any identifying criteria, except as to a self-report of 3
years of experience as an English as a Second Language Teacher and the self-report of being a
speaker of a second language or not.
Surveys use a Likert scale with no identifying information, and are completed anonymously
online by Survey Monkey.
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13. Confidentiality (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 13)
There shall be no identifying data, except as set out above. There shall be no place on the form
for the placing of personally identifying information.

14. Collaboration, Engagement & Sponsor Relationships
(See Initial Review Guidelines Section 14)
There is no collaboration with others or other groups required, as the LI is in solely in charge of
the data, with full access to the data at all times by the Faculty Advisor in digital form with
Survey Monkey passwords provided to FA.
Permission for this study is sought by April 10, 2015.

15. Sponsor Proposal (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 15)
This study is not sponsored.

16. Informed Consent (See Initial Review Guidelines Section 16)
The LI requests a “Waiver of Written Documentation of Consent” via the form on the
IRB website, and will list items A-O under the “Required Elements of Consent” as information to
the participants but does NOT request the signing of such form, as considering the “Additional
Points to Consider” on page 4 of the IRB guide. The full informed consent as set out in those
guidelines with opportunity to sign will be provided to the interviewees.
HOWEVER, IT IS THE REQUEST OF THE LEAD INVESTIGATOR THAT A WAIVER BE PROVIDED TO LI,
AND THAT THE RESEARCH BE NOTED AS “EXEMPT.” The Consent Form, adapted from the UofM,
IRB website is attached below, as is the Waiver of Written Documentation of Consent, each on
separate pages below.

Submit this completed form via email to irb@memphis.edu
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Appendix F. Waiver of Informed Consent
Waiver of Documentation of Informed Consent
45 CFR 46.117(c)
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) may consider waiving the requirement for
obtaining documentation of informed consent if the following conditions are met. To
request a waiver, justification for the waiver should be included in the IRB submission
and should address each of the criteria listed below.
1.

IRB may waive requirement to obtain a signed consent form for some or all of
subjects if:
a.

the only record linking the subject and the research would be the
consent document and the principal risk would be harm resulting from
breach of confidentiality; each subject must be asked whether subject
wants documentation; or

b.

the research presents no more than minimal risk and involves no
procedures for which written consent is normally required.

LEAD INVESTIGATOR, N.W. MCCALEB RESPONSE:
The LI requests waiver of the requirement for obtaining
documentation of informed consent in that the research presents no
more than minimal risk and involves no procedures for which
written consent is normally requested. Further, the only record
linking the subject with the research would be the consent document
and the principal risk would be harm resulting from breach of
confidentiality, as the respondents to the survey are not known to
the LI and have no identifying criteria.
2.

In cases where documentation is waived, the IRB may require
investigator to provide subjects with written statement regarding the
research.
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Consent to Participate in a Research Study
The Effect of Motivation in Second Language Acquisition:
The Critical Constructs of L2 Motivation
WHY ARE YOU BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS RESEARCH?
You are being invited to take part in a research study about the effect of motivation in
learning a second language. You are being invited to take part in this research study
because you are a teacher of English as a Second Language with three or more years’
experience. If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be one of about 20 people
nationally to do so. You will be asked to take a survey of 34 questions, 24 questions in
which you will either agree or disagree, (or strongly or moderately agree or disagree) and
10 questions that ask about conditions and strategies you use to promote the motivation to
learn a second language among your language learning students. It is expected that the
survey will take about 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
WHO IS DOING THE STUDY?
The person in charge of this study is N. W. McCaleb (Lead Investigator, LI) of
University of Memphis Department of Applied Linguistics, 901-678-1448. He is being
guided in this research by Dr. Teresa Dalle, Ph.D., his advisor. You may contact this
number if there are questions or the Institutional Review Board of the University of
Memphis at 901-678-2704. There may be other people on the research team assisting at
different times during the study.
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